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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Wednesday, July 24, 1985

The House met at 10 a.m.

The Chaplain, Rev. James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

We pray, O God, for all those to
whom great responsibility has been
given. May Your guiding and comfort-
ing spirit be with the women and men
who have been chosen to lead our
Nation in the paths of peace. Give
them wisdom to understand Your will
and the strength to lead lives of serv-
ice. Bless the Members of this assem-
bly and their families. Keep them ever
in Your grace, and may Your abiding
love never depart from them. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has ex-
amined the Journal of the last day’s
proceedings and announces to the
House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the
Journal stands approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Sparrow, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed with
amendments in which the concurrence
of the House is requested, bills of the
House of the following titles:

H.R. 2370. An act to amend the Public
Health Service Act to extend the programs
of assistance for nurse education; and

H.R. 2409. An act to amend the Public
Health Service Act to revise and extend the
authorities under that Act relating to the
National Institutes of Health and National
Research Institutes, and for other purposes.

ELIMINATING THE SYNTHETIC
FUELS CORPORATION

(Mr. SYNAR asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. SYNAR. Mr. Speaker, in a
matter of hours, we are going to have
a unique opportunity, for today, we
will be voting on the Interior appro-
priations rule which has turned out to
be the decision on whether or not we
will continue the Synthetic Fuels Cor-
poration.

The vote is not a small vote. It is a
vote for $6 billion, one of the largest
individual budget cuts this Congress
will face this year.

Ladies and gentlemen, the Synthetic
Fuels Corporation in this country has
been a failure. It is the most wasteful
and unproductive agency in our Feder-
al Government. I hope that my col-
leagues will take this opportunity to

end the Synthetic Fuels Corporation
later today by overturning the rule
and allowing us a vote on this very im-
portant issue.

ENDING THE SYNTHETIC FUELS
CORPORATION

(Mr. BLILEY asked and was permis-
sion to address the House for 1 minute
and to revise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, today we
will be taking up H.R. 3011, the Interi-
or and related agencies’ fiscal year
1985 appropriations bill.

I am speaking today to urge my col-
leagues on my side of the aisle, as the
distinguished gentleman from Oklaho-
ma [Mr. Sy~Nar]l, my friend, just urged
Members on his side, in a bipartisan
effort to vote against the rule, to vote
against the rule to make in order an
amendment that would allow the re-
scission of all but $500 million from
the Synthetic Fuels Corporation.

The Synthetic Fuels Corporation
has compiled a record of inaction, ex-
cessive salaries and pensions and has
not brought the commercialization of
synfuels 1 day closer to reality.

If the Congress does not act swiftly,
billions of dollars may be obligated by
the Synthetic Fuels Corporation with-
out any congressional review. The full
House should have the opportunity to
vote on the rescission of synfuels.

The vote last year shows that most
Members favor rescission. Rescinding
money from the synthetic fuels fund
in an appropriations bill is the only
way, the only sure way to force the
other body to deal with the synthetic
fuels issue.

PAY EQUITY

(Mr. GARCIA asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, we pride
ourselves of being part of a nation
which places great importance on fair-
ness and equity. As a nation we have
come a long way to correct unfairness
in our society, but as they say, we have
a long way to go.

Pay equity is an issue of discrimina-
tion which we, as legislators, must try
to resolve. Discrimination is ingrained
in the existing wage system of our
Federal Government and it is hurting
American women, especially those in
the lower rung of the pay scale.

Many cities and States have taken a
lead in implementing pay equity poli-
cies to eliminate wage discrimination

in the local and State governments.
Should not the Federal Government
examine its own wage system, and
follow the example being set by such
cities and States?

The Federal Government is the larg-
est employer of women, but the major-
ity of the women employees are at the
lower end of the pay scale. Those who
argue against pay equity say that our
market system placed women in par-
ticular job fields which just happens
to pay less than the job fields domi-
nated by men. However, most women
are in the lower paying jobs because
those jobs traditionally held by
women have been under valued.

Many argue against pay equity con-
tending that it will cost too much.
Must we let the forces of free market
go uncontrolled? Further, on the issue
of costs to implement pay equity—
should we not place equity and justice
above and beyond monetary value?

We must start taking action to
assure that the Federal Government
examines its wage system to eliminate
wage discrimination. It's our job, and
it’s our responsibility.

COMPARABLE WORTH

(Mr. ARMEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, one of
the things we must always keep in
mind is the fact that as the Federal
Government enters the labor force,
hiring labor, it must compete with the
market across the economy, with the
private sector. The fact of the matter
is the market differentiates between
different occupations and jobs by as-
signing them different wages.

People in this country are guaran-
teed, and this Government has done a
great deal to assure, the right to freely
make their occupational choice. As a
result of those choices, people of simi-
lar circumstance and preference find
themselves collected into different
kinds of occupations at different wage
rates. As we recognize this, the thing
we must never forget is the individual
American has the right and exercises
the right to choose the job to which
they will apply.

Our job as a government is to guar-
antee their right to access to employ-
ment, to guarantee them equal pay for
equal work. We have been doing a
good job of that and nobody is com-
plaining of our failure to do so.

The largest voice in America for that
right has been the women of America
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arguing for equal pay for equal work
and they have, in recent years, made
significant progress. Today now, we
entertain the possibility of a law that
will stall that progress and diminish
the willingness and the ability of
women to move to nontraditional oc-
cupations. It is called variously pay
equity or comparable worth. But the
upshot of it is for the Government to
override the market, to establish a
system of Government fiat wage deter-
mination that will totally disregard
the ability of the market to differenti-
ate between occupations, and the
rights of individuals to choose those
occupations most advantageous to
their individual sense of value and
purpose.

IN SUPPORT OF PAY EQUITY

(Ms. KEAPTUR asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her
remarks.)

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, the
Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service will mark up H.R. 3008 today.
I would urge my colleagues to keep an
open mind on the issue of pay equity—
at least until the committee finishes
its work and brings a bill to the floor.
There are those who are putting out
much misinformation on this legisla-
tion. I would urge my colleagues to
consider the facts.

H.R. 3008 simply calls for a study of
the Federal pay and classification
system to deter:-ine if discrimination
exists based on sex, race, or ethnic
origin. A study, Mr. Speaker, only a
study. What are opponents of this leg-
islation afraid of? I believe their con-
fusion stems from circumstances
which occurred in the State of Wash-
ington. When one looks into the situa-
tion there, it becomes clear that enor-
mous sums required to implement pay
equity in that State stem, not from
the job evaluation study, but rather,
from a court decision awarding back
pay.

Mr. Speaker, all but five of the
States have addressed this issue. Some
39 have done research, while 22 are
currently conducting evaluations of
the pay classifications of State em-
ployees. In addition, seven States are
implementing pay equity adjustments
as a result of such studies. These
States include: Idaho, Iowa, Wiscon-
sin, Minnesota, New Mexico, South
Dakota, and Washington. In my home
State of Ohio, we have conducted a
pilot job evaluation study, done exten-
sive research in this area, and estab-
lished a task force on the issue.

Given that a recent GAO study
found that federally employed women
earn an average of 62.8 cents for every
dollar earned by federally employed
men, I believe this proposal for a
study deserves our serious consider-
ation.
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TRIBUTE TC DR. CAROLYNE K.
DAVIS

(Mr. PURSELL asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Speaker, today
I'd like to recognize one of the most
outstanding members of the Reagan
administration, Dr. Carolyne K. Davis,
who is announcing her decision to end
her long and distinguished leadership
of the Health Care Financing Admin-
istration.

Dr. Davis held that post longer than
any other administrator. I think it has
been obvious to all who have observed
her work that the taxpayers and all of
us in Congress have been fortunate to
have her leading such an important
and sensitive agency.

Dr. Davis is a long time associate of
mine, and I'm proud to call her my
friend. She is a former vice president
of the University of Michigan, and her
list of academic, professional, and per-
sonal accomplishments cannot be
listed in such a brief comment. It is
sufficient to say that Carolyne Davis
is one of the most brilliant and able
people I have ever known.
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On behalf of my colleagues, particu-
larly Congressman MIcHEL, Congress-
man BrovHILL, Congressman (GEORGE
O’BrieN, Congressman EarLy, and I
am sure Congressman Boranp, and

others, we will miss her here and hope
she returns to help this great Nation
in some deserving capacity.

LET US VOTE ON DAVIS-BACON
REFORM

(Mr. RAY asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. RAY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to express my strong hope that this
House will be given the opportunity to
vote on the Davis-Bacon reform lan-
guage which was added by the Senate
to the Defense authorization bill. We
will probably complete action on the
DOD conference report before we
recess next week, and I urge the con-
ferees to allow the full House to vote
on this important issue.

The Davis-Bacon Act was enacted in
the 1930’s, during the Great Depres-
sion, and requires that locally prevail-
ing wages be paid on Federal con-
tracts. The definition of “locally pre-
vailing wages'' was not specifically set
out in the law, and, since the 1930’s,
the well intentioned Davis-Bacon re-
quirements have produced a needless
paperwork burden, particularly on
small businesses. They have encour-
aged high unemployment rates in
many places, especially in rural areas,
and they have added more than $1 bil-
lion to Federal construction costs.
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The House has never voted on Davis-
Bacon reform, only on repeal and ex-
emption. Now is the time, however, to
review this out-of-date provision of the
law and to improve it. I believe that
this action will remove barriers to
small business participation in the
contracting process and will result in
more jobs, reduced paperwork, and a
lower Federal deficit.

AMERICAN HELD HOSTAGE IN
LEBANON 444 DAYS

(Mr. O'BRIEN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. O’'BRIEN. Mr. Speaker, Friday
will be the 444th day since Rev. Benja-
min Weir was taken hostage by
gunmen on the streets of Beirut.

Four hundred and forty-four days.
The same number of days the Ameri-
can Embassy was held hostage in Iran
5 years ago.

Four hundred and forty-four days.
That's 1 year, 2 months, and 3 weeks.

Not since May 1984 has Reverend
Weir had any contact with the outside
world. The Red Cross has never visited
Reverend Weir.

Another American, William Buckley,
will have been held hostage 500 days
next Monday.

Sunday will mark the 200th day my
good friend, Father Lawrence Jenco,
has been held hostage in Lebanon.

Today is the 130th day of captivity
for Terry Anderson, the Associated
Press bureau chief in Beirut.

Today is the 57th day of captivity
for David Jacobsen of Huntington
Beach, CA.

Thomas Sutherland, of Fort Collins,
CO, was kidnaped by Muslim gunmen
on June 9, 6 days before TWA flight
847 was hijacked. Today is the 44th
day Sutherland has been held hostage.

Today also marks the 232d day since
the disappearance of Peter Kilburn of
San Francisco, CA.

Mr. Speaker, what's the difference
between an American Embassy being
held hostage in Iran for 444 days and
an American citizen being held hos-
tage in Lebanon for 444 days? The
hostage crisis is not over.

GASOLINE PRICE TYRANNY OF
THE OIL COMPANIES DESPITE
DECLINE OF CRUDE OIL
PRICES, PRICE OF GASOLINE
AT THE PUMP IS GOING UP,
NOT DOWN

(Mr. OBERSTAR asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, pity
the poor oil companies. They've had to
raise the price of gasoline to boost
their sagging profits. Yesterday, five
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oil companies reported over $2 billion
in profits for the second gquarter of
this year.

A worldwide glut of crude oil has
triggered a continuing decline of crude
oil prices over the last several months.
Yet, consumers have seen the price of
gasoline at the pump go up, not down.

The free marketeers have always
argued that ending Government con-
trols would stimulate increased crude
oil production, which, in turn, would
drive retail gasoline prices down. That,
perhaps, is what should happen in a
free market; but it hasn’t. On the con-
trary; the oil companies have suspend-
ed the laws of competition and the
marketplace. They have used their vir-
tual monopoly position as processors
to reduce the production of gasoline,
artificially driving up its price and
their profits.

In the process, they have denied con-
sumers any share in the economic ben-
efits of conservation, which should
have resulted in financial savings for
consumers. Instead, deregulation of
crude oil controls and gasoline prices
has become a Trojan horse for taking
the public interest out of gasoline pric-
ing and substituting for it the profit
tyranny of the oil companies.

REPUBLICANS 9, DEMOCRATS 3

(Mr. COATS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. COATS. Mr. Speaker, for those

of our colleagues who have not yet
heard and for the millions of Ameri-
cans who were not able to pick up
their sports page this morning to find
out the results, let me just report: Re-
publicans 9, Democrats 3.

THE OUTRAGEOUSLY WASTEFUL
SYNTHETIC FUELS CORPORA-
TION

(Mr. WOLPE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
urge my colleagues to vote “no” on the
rule for consideration of the Interior
appropriations bill. This is more than
a procedural vote.

By defeating the rule, we will have
the opportunity to prevent the outra-
geously wasteful Synthetic Fuels Cor-
poration from squandering $6 billion.

The supporters of the SFC will no
doubt make references to Khomeini
and Qadhafi and the threat of future
oil embargoes. Their concern is well-
founded but the SFC is not the
answer. To the contrary, allowing the
SFC to waste $6 billion will only make
us more vulnerable.

I urge my colleagues to take a close
look at the SFC’s abominable record
and its very dim prospects for future
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success. If you do so, you will conclude
that allowing the SFC to continue
with its grandiose spending plans will
not add to our security.

It will diminish our security and add
only to our Federal deficits.

I strongly urge our colleagues to
vote “no” on the rule today.

LET'S HEAR NO EXCUSES, MR.
SPEAKER

(Mr. PORTER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, it ap-
pears all but certain that Congress will
recess next week without writing a
budget. Once again, our kids will pick
up the bill. While we're out on recess,
the Government will run up another
$20 billion in debt. That will cost each
child, over a lifetime, an extra $1,000
in taxes. That's quite an expensive va-
cation we're taking.

The American people don’t want to
hear any excuses, Mr. Speaker—from
you or any of us—about why we
couldn’t reach an agreement. I know
why. It's because you insisted on your
spending increases. Had you been will-
ing to accept an across-the-board
freeze, plus some fairly applied cuts, I
have a hunch we would have a com-
promise budget.

As it is, Mr. Speaker, you will have
an obligation to this Congress—and,
more important, to America's chil-
dren—to come up with a $56 billion
deficit reduction package. In hard
numbers. With binding reconciliation.

If you can’t, it's because you won't.
And don’t blame anyone else but your-
self.

WE MUST VOTE “NO” ON INTE-
RIOR APPROPRIATIONS RULE

(Mr. SHARP asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. SHARP. Mr. Speaker, today we
will have one of the most important
opportunities we will have in this ses-
sion of Congress to cut future deficits
by as much as $6 billion. But to get
that opportunity we must vote “no”
on the Interior appropriations bill.

Mr. Speaker, ladies and gentlemen,
the Synthetic Fuels Program, as ad-
ministered by the Synthetic Fuels Cor-
poration, cannot be justified by the
energy picture we are facing, it cannot
be justified by the performance of the
Synthetic Fuels Corporation, it cannot
be justified in the face of the massive
deficits that we are going to be seeing
for the next several years.

If we are not willing to cut the pork
barrel and cut the Synthetic Fuels
Program, when I think Members of
the House are going to have to be will-
ing to raise taxes.
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ONE OF THE WORST BOONDOG-
GLES IN THE HISTORY OF
THIS COUNTRY—SYNTHETIC
FUELS CORPORATION

(Mr. DREIER of California asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr.
Speaker, as the unfortunate stalemate
over the budget continues, we have
seen by these 1-minutes this morning
that there is going to be a great oppor-
tunity for Democrats and Republicans
alike to lay the ground work to cut up
to $6 billion from future deficits by at-
tempting to eliminate one of the worst
boondoggles in the history of this
country. I speak of the Synthetic
Fuels Corporation.

To do that we must vote “no” on the
Interior appropriations rule. I urge my
colleagues to do just that.
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COSPONSOR LEGISLATION TO
REMOVE THE SO-CALLED
PHANTOM TAX

(Mr. BOSCO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. BOSCO. Mr. Speaker, with all
the concern in Congress over tax fair-
ness, I am sure my colleagues will be
interested in a startling new report
issued today by the Environmental
Action Foundation.

Last year, the Nation’s 125 largest
electric utilities billed their ratepayers
for $7.4 billion in Federal taxes that
the utilities did not end up paying the
Government. This sc-called phantom
tax occurred due to provisions of the
1981 Tax Act that allow utilities to
charge customers for taxes without
passing on benefits the utilities re-
ceived under the act.

In my area of northern California,
the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. was No.
1 in the Nation, charging customers
$497 million for taxes last year—yet
the utilities tax form showed it actual-
1y received a $29 million tax refund for
the same period.

Industrial and residential customers
paid on the average $33 in higher elec-
tric bills in 1984 due to the phantom
tax, and the total indirect and direct
costs to households exceeds $100 an-
nually.

Mr. Speaker, this multimillion-dollar
slight of hand is an unfair tax on all
American consumers and businesses. 1
urge my colleagues to join with
Messrs. DorcaN, Peasg, STARK, and
myself in cosponsoring legislation to
remedy this unfairness in our tax laws.
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DIVORCE OURSELVES FROM
“CONSTRUCTIVE ENGAGEMENT"

(Mr. MILLER of California asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, under the guise of an emer-
gency order, the Government of South
Africa has once again unleashed state
sponsored repression.

South Africa is a country where you
can be jailed for objecting to repres-
sion, arrested for reporting repression,
and hanged for fighting repression.

The goal of the mass arrests and the
denial of civil liberites is simple: to si-
lence the demands of the black majori-
ty for an end to apartheid

Both Houses of Congress have
passed legislation condemning apart-
heid and halting U.S. economic sup-
port to the Nation that promotes it.

But the administration opposes
taking real action. The administration
insists on its policy of “constructive
engagement.”

Mr. Speaker, I believe I speak for
the majority of this House, and the
majority of Americans, when I say:

“We do not want to be “engaged” to
apartheid in any fashion.

“We must divorce ourselves from
apartheid and from the police-state
that enforces it.”

TWO “NO” VOTES REQUIRED TO
STOP SYNFUELS

(Mr. WALKER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, we have
a couple of actions before us today. I
join with my colleagues who want us
to defeat the rule with regard to the
Interior appropriations, but I suggest
to those people who are concerned
about Synfuels that they had better
also defeat the measure with regard to
the Budget Procedures Act.

Because if we allow the Budget Pro-
cedures Act question to go through,
what could happen is that that Interi-
or appropriation bill could come to the
floor; they would have the provision in
there that points of order could be
made against the legislation in an ap-
propriations bill, but nevertheless the
Interior appropriations bill could be
brought to the floor under the Budget
Procedures Act.

I would suggest to all those people
who are concerned about doing some-
thing about Synfuels, if you really
want to cast votes that are aimed at
reducing the deficit, you have got to
vote against both the Budget Proce-
dures Act and the rule on the Interior
appropriations bill to get to this prob-
lem.

If you do only one, you will set up a
scenario whereby the Interior appro-
priations bill could come to the floor
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and we would not be able to touch the
Synfuels Corporation.

So I say to my colleagues, you have
got to vote against both the Budget
Procedures Act and the Interior rule
in order to get at Synfuels. Otherwise,
you are going to set a scenario where-
by the process could go forward and
we would not get to vote on the $6 bil-
lion for Synfuels.

DISMISSING THE ELECTION
CONTEST AGAINST BEN BLAZ

Mr. JONES of Tennessee. Mr.
Speaker, by direction of the Commit-
tee on House Administration, I call up
a privileged resolution (H. Res. 229)
dismissing the election contest against
BEN Braz, and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 229

Resolved, That the election contest of An-
tonio Borja Won Pat, contestant, against
Ben Blaz, contestee, relating to the office of
Delegate from Guam, is dismissed.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman
from Tennessee [Mr. JoNES] is recog-
nized for 1 hour.

Mr. JONES of Tennessee. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 30 minutes, for the
purpose of debate only, to the gentle-
woman from Nevada [Mrs. VucanNo-
vicH], and pending that, I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 229
is a resolution to dismiss the election
contest regarding the position of Dele-
gate from the Territory of Guam.

Under the U.S. Constitution and the
rules of the House, the Committee on
House Administration is charged with
the responsibility for investigating
contested elections.

On July 10 the Committee on House
Administration, by unanimous voice
vote, directed me to bring to the floor
this resolution dismissing the election
contest of Antonio Won Pat against
BEN BLaz.

Pursuant to the Rules of the com-
mittee, Chairman ANNUNzIO estab-
lished a task force to examine the doc-
umentary record, and to receive oral
arguments from contestant and con-
testee. I chaired the task force, serving
with me were Mr. GEJDENSON and Mr.
BADHAM.

After presentation of oral argu-
ments, and examination of the record,
the task force determined that the
contestant did not meet his burden of
presenting sufficient documentary and
other evidence to warrant further pro-
ceedings. The task force then unani-
mously recommended dismissal of the
contest, and the committee also by
unanimous vote, ordered this dismissal
resolution reported to the House.

Although contestant Won Pat raised
a number of issues regarding the ad-
ministration of the election, which the
committee hopes will be addressed by
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the Guam Election Commission before
the next election, the committee con-
cluded that the issues raised were not
sufficient to overturn the outcome of
the election. The initial count of bal-
lots, and two subsequent recounts, pro-
vided contestee BrLaz with a winning
margin of approximately 350 votes out
of 31,000 cast.

The two principal issues raised by
contestant were the late mailing of ab-
sentee ballots, and an interpretation
by the Guam Election Commission of
the election statute. Let me first ad-
dress the absentee ballot question.

The task force found that no absen-
tee ballots were sent out until October
16, 1984. Thereafter they were sent
out as applications were received, right
up to the week before the election.

The voters were instructed to return
the absentee ballots as soon as possi-
ble, and were also instructed that ab-
sentee ballots received after election
day would not be counted. Nearly two-
thirds of the ballots sent out were re-
turned by election day, and were in-
cluded in the final tally. Late arriving
ballots were not counted.

Given the late date on which absen-
tee ballots were sent out, 21 days
before the election compared to the 45
days recommended by the Voting As-
sistance Office of the Pentagon, some
voters may not have been able to
timely return their ballots. The com-
mittee hopes that the Guam Election
Commission will establish procedures
for future elections which allow sub-
stantially more transit time than was
provided in the last general election,
s0 as to avoid the possible disenfran-
chisement of overseas voters. Never-
theless, the committee does not be-
lieve contestant's claim requires that
the election be invalidated. Invalidat-
ing an election is a radical step. There
is no reason for believing that delay in
sending out the absentee ballots had
an impact on the result of the elec-
tion. If there were a problem the con-
testant should have sought relief
before the election.

The contestant’s second contention
is that blank ballots and overvotes
should be included in the total
number of ‘“votes cast.” That would
deprive contestee of the absolute ma-
jority, required by the Guam statute.

In interpreting a similar statutory
provision governing elections in the
Virgin Islands, a Federal court of ap-
peals rejected the argument that such
ballots should be included in the total
of votes cast. The committee found
the court’s reasoning to be persuasive
and affirmed the decision of the
Guam Election Commission.

The committee reviewed the other
arguments put forth by contestant,
but found that the various issues
raised were not, individually or collec-
tively, sufficient to change the result
of the election.
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Consequently the committee recom-
mends that the House adopt the reso-
lution dismissing the election contest.
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Mr. BADHAM. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
resolution. As was stated by the gen-
tleman from Tennessee, the task force
met and heard oral arguments from
the counsels for both parties and in a
later meeting voted unanimously to
dismiss the contest.

Briefly, Mr. Speaker, the contest-
ant’s allegations were that the rights
of absentee voters were deprived by
acts of election officials and that the
contestee did not receive a majority of
the votes cast in this election. Addi-
tionally, the contestant raised certain
other allegations of irregularities in
the Guam election process.

First, the allegation was made that
the low rate of return of the ballots
was because the first ballots were not
mailed to the absentee voters until Oc-
tober 16 and that the mailing of the
absentee ballots were not completed
until October 31. Therefore, there was
not enough time to complete and
return the ballots in a timely manner.
Counsel for the contestee presented
the task force with an affidavit from
the employee of the Guam Election
Commission who spoke with the
Postal Service representative who had
advised her that if the absentee bal-
lots were sent out by October 21 and if
they were expeditiously returned by
the voter the ballots should be back in
time to be counted in the general elec-
tion. In addition, Mr. Speaker, the ab-
sentee voter was advised several times
within the absentee mailing to return
the ballot immediately.

The contestant’s second allegation
that the contestee did not receive a
majority of the votes cast. They con-
tend that the “majority” must be com-
puted to include ballots cast that were
marked for both candidates—over-
votes—or neither candidate—blank
ballots. Further, the contestant be-
lieves that the absentee ballots which
were postmarked prior to November 6,
but received after the close of the
polls are “votes cast.”

Mr. Speaker, there was a similar case
decided in 1982 in an election for Gov-
ernor and Lieutenant Governor of the
Virgin Islands. The court was faced
with the issue of whether blank and
spoiled ballots should be counted in
determining the majority of the votes
cast. In the Totman versus Boschulte
opinion, the Court quoted an earlier
decision (Euwema v. Todman, 8 V.1
224 (D.V.I. 1971)) which stated that
“The proper basis for computing a ma-
jority” was that “voters not attending
the election or not voting on the
matter submitted are presumed to
assent to the expressed will of those
attending and voting and are not to be
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taken into consideration in determin-
ing the result.” Additionally, the
Guam Election Commission legal
counsel advised the commission of a
legal opinion written 2 years ago that
blank ballots and those with voted too
many should not be counted.

Mr. Speaker, I don't believe it is nec-
essary to take any more of the House's
time on the resolution and would urge
its adoption.

Mr. JONES of Tennessee. Mr.
Speaker, I have no further requests
for time, and I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr., Speaker, I move the previous
question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. JONES of Tennessee. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative
days in which to revise and extend
their remarks on the resolution just
agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Gray of Illinois). Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Tennessee?

There was no objection.

PROVIDING SPECIAL BUDGET
PROCEDURES FOR FISCAL
YEAR 1986 CONGRESSIONAL
BUDGET PROCESS

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 231 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. Res. 231

Resolved, That, for the purposes of the
provisions of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974 (Public Law 93-344), as they apply
to the House of Representatives, the Con-
gress shall be considered to have adopted H.
Con. Res. 152, revising the congressional
budget for the United States Government
for the fiscal year 1985 and setting forth the
congressional budget for the United States
Government for the fiscal years 1986, 1987,
and 1988, as adopted by the House on May
23, 1985. For the purposes of this resolution,
the allocations of budget authority and new
entitlement authority printed in the Con-
gressional Record of July 23, 1985 by Repre-
sentative Gray of Pennsylvania, shall be
considered as allocations made pursuant to
section 302(a) of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974 (Public Law 93-344).

Skec. 2. This resolution shall cease to apply
upon final adoption by the House and the
Senate of a concurrent resolution on the
budget for the applicable fiscal year or
years.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr.
DEeRrrIcK] is recognized for 1 hour.
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Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the customary 30 minutes, for the pur-
pose of debate only, to the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. Lartal, and pending
that, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, yesterday, the Commit-
tee on Rules reported House Resolu-
tion 231, providing special budget
procedures for the fiscal year 1986 con-
gressional budget process. This is a
matter of original jurisdiction for the
Rules Committee. House Resolution
231 provides that the House-passed
budget resolution for fiscal year 1986,
House Concurrent Resolution 152, will
be considered to be adopted by the Con-
gress for purposes of the Congressional
Budget Act, as it applies to the House
of Representatives. House Resolution
231 states that the allocation of spend-
ing totals among House committees
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
of July 23, 1985, by Representative
GRraY, chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee, will be considered as the alloca-
tion required by section 302(a) of the
Budget Act. Finally, Mr. Speaker, if the
two Houses agree on a budget resolu-
tion for fiscal year 1986, the provisions
of House 231 would cease to apply.

Mr. Speaker, the Budget Act was
created in order to allow Congress to
set some overall limits on spending
and revenue and to set priorities for
the way that funds would be spent. To
make sure that these limits have some
real meaning, that all of the pain we
go through in adopting a budget reso-
lution actually will help to control
spending and revenues, section 303 of
the Budget Act provides that spending
and revenue legislation cannot be con-
sidered unitl Congress has agreed on
those overall limits in a budget resolu-
tion. You cannot very well enforce
limits on spending if you have already
spent most of your money before you
decide on those limits. Of course, the
Budget Act also requires that the
budget resolution be adopted by May
15.

But here we are on July 24, with no
budget resolution agreed to. I am a
member of the conference committee
on the budget, and I can assure you
that we have tried mightily to produce
a budget agreement, but so far it has
been beyond our power. I still hope
that we will reach agreement, but we
do not have one now and I cannot
honestly say that one is just around
the corner.

This means we are faced with a di-
lemma. We simply cannot afford to
wait any longer to move forward with
consideration of the 13 general appro-
priation bills and other spending legis-
lation. If we delay any longer, we are
simply insuring that the Government
will be funded by a massive continuing
resolution. The business of the Gov-
ernment must move forward at some
point, even if we have not been able to
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agree to a budget resolution. On Octo-
ber 1, funding for most of the Govern-
ment stops, regardless of the status of
the budget resolution. On the other
hand, we cannot afford simply to
throw up our hands and surrender to
the $200 billion deficits facing us and
give up the constraints provided by
the Budget Act.

The resolution before us today
offers a compromise solution to this
dilemma. The solution is not perfect.
A perfect solution would be that we
have a budget resolution in place
which eliminates the deficit. But this
resolution allows the House to move
forward with the business of providing
funds for the Government, while im-
posing the constraints of the only
budget resolution we have: The budget
passed by this House on May 23. This
resolution will allow the appropriation
bills and other spending bills to move
foward without waivers of the Budget
Act, but it will activate all of the en-
forcement provisions of the Budget
Act to ensure that these bills stay
within the limits that this House
agreed to in its budget resolution.

If House Resolution 231 is adopted,
the regular scorekeeping procedures
will be set in motion. Members will
have the information necessary to
compare spending bills with the over-
all spending totals in the House-passed
resolution. Chairman Gray printed in
yesterday’'s CONGRESSIONAL RECORD the
allocations of new budget authority
and new entitlement authority among
House committees. The House com-
mittees, pursuant to section 302(b) of
the Budget Act, will subdivide their al-
locations among their subcommittees
or by program and report these subdi-
visions promptly to the House. The
Appropriations Committee has this
morning made available a tentative
version of its 302(b) subdivisions. The
subdivision to be provided today is
necessarily tentative because the Ap-
propriations Committee has not had
sufficient time to meet and formally
approve it. It is my understanding,
however, that the final subdivision is
not likely to be significantly different.

House Resolution 231 would also set
in motion the reconciliation process.
In effect, House Resolution 231 gives
force to the reconciliation directive in-
cluded in the House Resolution 231
gives force to the reconciliation direc-
tive included in House Concurrent
Resolution 52, the House-passed
budget resolution, which instructs 10
committees of the House to report rec-
onciliation legislation not later than
30 calendar days after final action on
the resolution. If House Resolution
231 is adopted, the 30-day clock begins
running today.

Adoption of this resolution will also
bring into effect the Budget Act con-
straints on total spending and on reve-
nues. In accordance with section 311
of the Budget Act and the provisions
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of the House-passed budget resolution,
beginning October 1, 1985, a point of
order will lie against any measure that
would cause the spending totals or rev-
enue floor set in House Concurrent
Resolution 152 to be breached.

Mr. Speaker, House Rule XLIX pro-
vides that a joint resolution changing
the debt limit shall be deemed to have
passed the House if Congress adopts a
budget resolution which recommends
a change in the statutory limit on the
debt. The resolution we are consider-
ing today does not trigger this proce-
dure. If House Resolution 231 is adopt-
ed, the House-passed budget resolu-
tion will be deemed to have been
adopted by Congress for purposes of
the Budget Act, but not for purposes
of House Rule XLIX.

To date, Mr. Speaker, three general
appropriation bills for fiscal year 1986
have been considered and approved by
the House. Three more have been re-
ported by the Appropriations Commit-
tee and are awaiting consideration by
the House. Therefore, out of a total of
13 general appropriation bills, only
three have cleared the House and
three more are pending.

With the start of the next fiscal year
on October 1, 1985, and an intervening
congressional recess during the month
of August, it is apparent that we are
far behind in our annual appropria-
tions process.

Mr. Speaker, we are in a predica-
ment. The budget conference is
stalled. The House must act on appro-
priation measures but the House
should not act without the constraint
and guidance offered by a budget reso-
lution. This is our situation. I wish it
were not. The best we can do, I
submit, is to use the House-passed
budget resolution to get the ball roll-
ing on reconciliation, to put in motion
the regular scorekeeping procedures,
and to place overall limits on spend-
ing. That is what House Resolution
231 does. I urge its adoption.
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Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, let me say I rise in oppo-
sition to the resolution.

In our discussion on this issue, I
think we ought to start by being
honest about the nature of the resolu-
tion itself. It is, in effect, a waiver of
the Budget Act. Let us get that
straight. More specifically, it has the
effect of waiving the requirements
that final action be completed on the
budget resolution before the House
may proceed to consider general ap-
propriation bills.

This resolution eliminates certain
Budget Act restraints on not just one,
not just two, not just three, but all—
all—the general appropriation bills for
fiscal year 1986.

House Resolution 231 does all this
by providing that the first budget res-

July 24, 1985

olution for fiscal year 1986 as passed
by the _Iouse will be considered to
have been adopted by both Congress
of the Congress. If we once accept this
pretense that a budget resolution has
been agreed to, then there is no need
to waive points of order for lack of a
real budget agreement.

Mr. Speaker, not only is this a blan-
ket waiver of section 303(a), the
Budget Act requirement that a budget
resolution be in place before appro-
priation bills can be considered, but
for the first time this year, it actually
would permit spending increase
amendments to be offered to general
appropriation bills.

Under current procedure, even
though the House may waive section
303(a) of the Budget Act against indi-
vidual appropriation bills, such waiv-
ers do not cover amendment. So under
current procedure, amendments cut-
ting spending may be considered, but
amendments increasing spending vio-
late the Budget Act requirement for a
final budget resolution before new
spending may be considered.

However, if this resolution is adont-
ed, there will be no prohibition under
the Budget Act remaining against
amendments which increase spending.
This may result in moving the House
toward larger deficits rather than re-
ducing deficits. Even if the House
should manage to hold the line against
spending increase amendments, the
fact remains that many of the so-
called savings in the original House-
passed budget resolution are suspect
at best.

To lock the House into this position
would be to run up the white flag on
achieving more meaningful, real sav-
ings in its ongoing negotiations with
ihe other body.

Mr. Speaker, to adopt this resolution
now removes much of the incentive to
reach a budget agreement with the
other body. We should be trying to en-
courage agreement, rather than
making it easier to get along without
any final budget resolution.

Mr. Speaker, a vote for this resolu-
tion is a vote for more, not less, spend-
ing and I oppose the resolution and
ask my colleagues to join me in defeat-
ing it.

As one of the conferees on the
budget, let me finish my remarks by
setting forth some of the differences
between the House and the Senate on
these issues.

As the figures will indicate, the
House must come up with some hard
cuts, and reconciliation instructions
which will produce results. These are
several areas of disagreement on real
cuts. We have to get back to the nego-
tiating table with the other body,
make these real savings, get away
from any puffery, and there has been
some admission that there were some,
on both sides—not only on this side in




July 24, 1985

the Democrat budget, but in the other
body, and get this budget resolution in
place.

I have heard many speeches this
year and in past years about how im-
portant it is to have a budget resolu-
tion, and I believe it is important to
have a budget resolution. But the only
way to get a budget resolution is to get
concurrence with the other body and
to come to some agreement on the dif-
ferences. I think the time is short for
getting an agreement.

We have to lay aside some of the dif-
ferences, think only about the future
if we do not come to some resolution
of this problem.

Let me first ask this question of the
Members of this House: Without a
budget resolution, are you prepared, as
early perhaps as the first of October,
to be voting on an increase in the debt
ceiling to as high as $2 trillion—$2 tril-
lion? That is the forecast from the
Treasury Department.

I think time is late for action, and
this problem deserves action. We have
to be prepared in the House to make
cuts in our favorite programs, and we
hear about them all the time. You
cannot say you cannot cut this or that,
but for gosh sakes, reduce the deficit.
We have to reduce the deficit, and the
only way to do it is in those programs
that are your pet programs.
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No one has said during this confer-
ence that we ought to be touching the
so-called poverty programs or the
needs-tested programs. We have laid
those aside. We have laid COLA's
aside. We have taken half the cuts out
of defense in the House-passed budget,
and defense only represents a third of
the total budget. So for any Member
to come down in the well and attempt
to argue, as we have heard the last few
days, that we have got to take more
out of defense shows a lack of knowl-
edge of what has already been accom-
plished. We have got to start touching
those programs which are sensitive to
the Members of the House.

The time to act is now, but not the
way we are proceeding here this morn-
ing by passing a resolution to waive
the Budget Act on all of the appro-
priations bills.

I raised this question yesterday
before the Rules Committee: What
would be the scenario if we come back
with a budget resolution and we had
passed appropriations above what is
called for in that budget resolution?
Nobody came up with the answer. Are
we going to have to repass them? Are
we going to have to lay them aside?
What are we going to do? Nobody
seemed to have the answer.

But we are about to pass a general
waiver of the Budget Act. I think if we
have to have a waiver on these appro-
priation bills, we ought to be taking
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them up one at a time, not doing it
with one sweep.

Mr. Speaker, I include with my re-
marks a table showing the differences
between the House and Senate budget
figures, as follows:

HOUSE OFFER VERSUS SENATE BUDGET: MAJOR DOMESTIC
CATEGORIES

Senale savings In  House offer (Senate
excess of House savings)

1986-88

1986 1986-88 1986

, ooooooos o
—moooooo
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Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, I yield 4 min-
utes to the distinguished chairman of
the Budget Committee, the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. GrRaY].

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in support of the pro-
posed rule to implement the House-
passed budget resolution.

Although I am still working to reach
agreement with the Senate conferees
on a budget resolution for fiscal year
1986, I believe that the House must
take immediate steps to implement its
own budget. The House is firmly com-
mitted to a budget-reduction figure of
$56 billion in deficit reductions this
year, and this message can never be
delivered too strongly to the other
body or to the American people.

What is being asked here is not a
waiver of the Budget Act but a strong
enforcement of the Budget Act. The
House has made some tough decisions.
We have made real cuts, and in our
last offer to the Senate we offered $24
billion in additional cuts. Yet our offer
was rejected.

This weekend we have heard four
different targets coming from the
other body and from the White House.
We heard $28 billion, we heard $50 bil-
lion, we heard $70 billion, and we have
heard $80 billion.

While the other body and the White
House are trying to come together and
get a target, we have to continue with
the orderly business of this Nation.
That means bringing forth the appro-
priation bills in order to meet our
deadline at the end of this fiscal year.
All this resolution does is simply allow
us to continue that orderly business,
allow the appropriation bills to come
forward, and also let the Members of
this House on both sides of the aisle
know that those appropriation bills
are under the House-passed budget.
Thus, there is a 302(b) allocation that
is published, as well as 302(a) alloca-
tion.

So in essence we are not waiving the
Budget Act. We are simply saying that
we need to move judiciously and effi-
ciently in the House legislatively, and
what we are doing is establishing a
mechanism to do that in light of the
fact that we do not have a conference
report. As soon as we have a confer-
ence report, it will supersede the
House-passed budget, but until then
this mechanism will allow us to pro-
ceed with appropriation bills and have
published in the REcorp 302(a)’s and
302(b)’'s so that Members will know
that each of the appropriation bills is
under the House-passed budget.

It is important for us to do this for
two reasons. First, let us remember
that last year, because the other body
had another problem, we did not get a
conference report until October. Thus
we had to pass several appropriation
bills, and often Members asked, “Can
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we tell for sure that these bills are
under the House-passed resolution?”
The answer was, “No, you cannot tell
for sure because we don’t have a pub-
lished 302(b) allocation.”

Second, I would also remind the
Members that last year, besides not
getting a conference report until Octo-
ber, often Members were put into the
position of voting for appropriation
bills, and then those very same votes
were used against them to imply that
they broke the budget every time they
voted for an appropriation bill. By
voting for this House resolution, all
you are saying on both sides of the
aisle is that this is the budget until we
have a conference report, and thus we
will have a published report and know
exactly where each of these appropria-
tion bills stands in relation to the
House-passed budget which was bi-
partisanly passed this spring.

So 1 would urge my colleagues to
recognize that this is not waiving the
Budget Act. This is enforcing the
Budget Act. This is showing once
again that we in the House are com-
mitted to achieving over $50 billion of
deficit reductions, and if we get a con-
ference report, we will work to imple-
ment that as well. And this chairman
stands ready to go back to the confer-
ence table with the Senate as socn as
they convene. But again I remind the
Members that the targets keep
moving.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Missis-
sippi [Mr. LoTtT]l.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Speaker, I fear that
this procedure that we are about to
vote on is one more nail in the coffin
of the budget process. I really hate to
see that because I think that the
budget process that we set up under
the Budget Impoundment Act is a
good idea and one that I would like to
see work. It has not worked very well
in restraining spending, but I would
like to see us keep working at trying to
make it a success.
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Now, as far as the argument that
these appropriation bills are under the
House-passed budget resolution, so is
the sky. I mean, there is no restraint,
in my opinion under the House budget
resolution, so it is not very impressive
when you are told that it is under the
House budget resolution.

There are a lot of angles to this
budget that I would like my colleagues
to consider and I will just mentioned a
few of them.

I remember, though, Mr. Speaker,
President Lincoln used to pose the
riddle, “If you call a tail a leg, how
many legs does a horse have?” And
when the answer would inevitably
come back, “five legs,” Lincoln would
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respond: “No. A horse would still have
four legs. Calling a tail a leg doesn't
make it a leg.”

I would suggest to my colleagues
that this resolution suffers from the
same problem. It tries to call the
House-passed budget resolution the
“congressional budget.” But calling it
so doesn't make it so. We're just hors-
ing around with this gimmick—pulling
everyone'’s leg, and spinning tales. And
why are we going to all this trouble?
Mainly so we don’t have to waive the
Budget Act every time an appropria-
tions bill comes to the floor. This reso-
lution provides a blanket waiver of the
Budget Act—one, big horse blanket.

Mr. Speaker, my majority party col-
leagues on the Rules Committee, in
collaboration with the majority lead-
ership, have presented us with a con-
venient little procedure that will spare
us waiving the Budget Act piecemeal
as we take up spending bills. More-
over, they will argue that by adopting
this resolution we are somehow pre-
serving orderly process, and especially
the budget process and the discipline
that goes with it.

Unfortunately, all those representa-
tions are just plain false. This does not
preserve the congressional budget
process; it gives formal recognition to
a new House budget process. It says,
“the other body be damned; full speed
ahead.” You will note that this is not
a concurrent resolution on budget pro-
cedures; it is a simple House resolu-
tion.

Does this preserve the discipline of
the budget process? Yes and no. This
will trigger the reconciliation process.
Our committees that are subject to
reconciliation instructions will have to
report their bills within 30 calendar
days. This will also kick in the overall
spending limit on October 1.

But, on the other hand, this resolu-
tion will also permit amendments to be
offered to appropriations bills to in-
crease spending—something that
cannot be done under existing proce-
dures without a specific waiver of the
Budget Act against amendments. So
consider the fact that during this cru-
cial stage of the appropriations proc-
ess, you will be authorizing spending
increase amendments by adopting this
resolution.

Also consider the fact that by adopt-
ing this resolution you will be taking
the pressure off the conferees to work
out a final budget resolution. Why
should they? This gives them every-
thing the House voted for.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, let me
caution my colleagues to think before
you vote. Think about what this reso-
lution really does. Think about the
precedent you are setting in convert-
ing the congressional budget process
into a House budget process. Think
about the harm you are doing to bi-
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cameralism and budgetary compro-
mise by calling the House budget a
congressional budget. Think about the
damage you are doing to the prospect
of achieving real savings in the area of
$50 billion if you threaten a House-
Senate compromise on a savings pack-
age and settle for the limited savings
in the House-passed resolution that
the other body might agree to.

I would submit that when you get
done thinking about these larger
issues, you just might be willing to
join with me and set aside the tempo-
rary comfort and convenience this res-
olution might offer, and stick with ex-
isting procedures. We already have a
budget process. Let's make it work.
Defeat this resolution.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. LOTT. I yield to the gentleman
from Louisiana.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the gentleman’s statement.

Assuming that the gentleman is con-
cerned about the deficit, jobs in Mis-
sissippi and jobs in America, I make
that critical assumption.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from Mississip-
pi [Mr. LorT] has expired.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
additional minute to the gentleman
from Mississippi.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman and I yield to the gentle-
man from Louisiana.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

If that is true, the deficit being criti-
cal, how would the gentleman reduce
the deficit? The gentleman is not for
Social Security cuts, he is not for any
cuts in defense, he is not for any new
taxes. I just ask the gentleman, as a
responsible legislator with whom I
share much in common and of whom I
have a high regard, it seems to me
that our colleague, the gentleman
from Pennsylvania, is trying to put a
budget on the House floor. What
might we do constructively to help
that?

Mr. LOTT. Well, Mr. Speaker, I
would like to answer that question.

First of all, under the agreements
that have been tentatively reached, I
think we have already agreed to de-
fense spending reductions in excess of
$22 billion, and where we make those
savings are in nondefense discretion-
ary domestic appropriated accounts
across the board, freeze them across
the board. There are a lot of them
that could be eliminated or cut fur-
ther.

But the gentleman from Pennsylva-
nia is trying to move in that direction
and I think the conferees can make
progress; but let us not take the pres-
sure off them to make that progress
by passing this resolution.
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Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LOTT. I yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I would say to the distin-
guished gentleman from Mississippi,
with regard to taking pressure off the
conference, in fact this does just the
opposite. It puts pressure on the con-
ferees.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from Mississip-
pi [Mr. Lort] has again expired.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield 1
additional minute to the gentleman.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I would say to the distin-
guished gentleman from Mississippi
that just the opposite is true. Today
there are reports in the media that
the Senate is talking about not operat-
ing with a budget at all in 1986. The
other body is talking about no budget.

Mr. LOTT. Well, Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will allow me to respond to
that particular point, that information
is not correct. My colleagues in the
other body are going to work further
with the gentleman from Pennsylva-
nia and make progress.

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Well, I
hope that is true, but it seems to me
that what we are doing in this simple
resolution is putting in place a mecha-
nism so that we can show clearly that
we are prepared to enforce the savings
in the House budget until such time as
we get a conference report.

I want the gentleman to know that I
want to keep the pressure on. I think
this is the mechanism to keep the
pressure on, because it says that the
House is going to achieve over $50 bil-
lion worth of savings and the Senate, I
am hopeful, will be able to do that, so
I would simply say to my colleague
that it does not take the pressure off.

Mr. LOTT. Well, what kind of pres-
sure is it when we say, “All right, Ap-
propriations, go ahead and do your
deal and we will worry about the
budget resolution later”?

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Well,
let me just give the gentleman the
answer by going to the opposite. You
have to approve individual waivers.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, I yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. FrosTl.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, my friend,
the gentleman from Mississippi, made
a comment a moment ago about an-
other nail in the coffin of the budget
process.

I would only point out to my friend,
the gentleman from Mississippi, that
as a member of the conference com-
mittee on this matter, I can tell the
gentleman that it is the other body
that has broken off the negotiations,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

that it is the other body that has pro-
ceeded to apply nails to this particular
matter, not this body. It is the other
body that has refused to come back
with another offer at this point.

I hope that they will. I hope the
other body will come forward this
week, but I do not think that we can
point the finger at Members on this
side of the aisle or this House for
having broken off the negotiations on
the budget.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to make
several points to my friend, the gentle-
man from Mississippi.

One. This is a matter of sunshine
which Members on both sides of the
aisle have sought from time to time,
letting everyone know what is happen-
ing in the budget process. This resolu-
tion would do just that. You would
have the 302(a) allocations, the 302(b)
allocations, so that Members on that
side of the aisle, as well as some Mem-
bers on our side of the aisle who are
concerned about what is happening on
these individual appropriation bills
would be able to look at those alloca-
tions, compare the appropriation bills
and make their points during the
debate.

Mr. Speaker, I would also point out,
as was observed during the debate a
moment ago, that this resolution per-
mits reconciliation to go forward and
that is very important.

Now, there is some difference of
opinion about the amount of reconcili-
ation, whether we should have an “X”
figure or a “Y"” figure, but the point is

that reconciliation, once this resolu-

tion is adopted, then could begin,
which is very important to enforcing
any budget resolution in the House
this year.

This is a constructive approach. It
permits the House to move forward in
a reasonable way to enforce a budget.
It is something that should be adopted
today.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 6
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. CoNTE].

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, last week
the Committee on Appropriations re-
ported the fiscal year 1986 appropria-
tion bills, three bills, for Agriculture,
Housing and Urban Development, and
Treasury-Postal Service.

All we needed at that time to bring
these bills to the floor of the House
was a waiver of section 303 of the
Budget Act for each of the bills and
the necessary waivers for lack of au-
thorization.

What we got, instead, was a round
trip to political Disney Land, courtesy
of the majority leadership. Although
the conferees have been unable to
agree on a budget resolution for fiscal
year 1986, this rule solves that prob-
lem by the convenient fiction that
Congress ‘“‘shall be considered to have
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adopted” the budget resolution which
passed the House.

This has to be the most arrogant im-
position on public credibility that I
have seen in the last 27 years that I
have been in the House, and I hope
that the Members of the House will
reject this rule here today.

Do we really believe that the public
is so gullible that we can simply pass a
resolution which says that the Con-
gress has adopted a piece of major leg-
islation, when as a matter of public
record we have not? If so, why stop
here with the budget resolution, I ask
the gentleman from Louisiana?

If we are going to take this ultimate
congressional junket to political
Disney Land, why not dispose of all of
our pending business?

We could legislate by a simple reso-
lution. Think of the possibilities.

We could resolve that the conferees
on the first budget resolution for fiscal
year 1986 have met and agreed on a
budget resolution which provides for a
balanced budget through fiscal year
1990, and that this budget resolution
has passed the House and the Senate.

We could resolve that the House and
the Senate have passed, and the Presi-
dent has signed, a reconciliation bill
which makes the changes in entitle-
ment and authorizing legislation
needed to implement a balanced
budget through 1990.

We could resolve that the House and
the Senate have passed, and that the
President has signed, all authoriza-
tions and appropriation bills outstand-
ing for the fiscal year 1986, which will
be consistent with a balanced budget.

We could resolve that the House and
Senate have passed, and the President
has signed, a tax reform and simplifi-
cation act, which provides for further
reductions in individual tax rates and
is revenue neutral and eliminates all
unfair tax preferences in the Internal
Revenue Code.
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We could do that, believe me, if we
could do this.

Finally, we could resolve that the
first session of the 99th Congress has
adjourned until January 3, 1986. What
a blessing that would be.

This rule is an insult to the credibi:-
ity of this House, to the intelligence of
our constituents, and we should vote it
down.

I see the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. WoLpPE] who is interested in doing
away with the Synthetic Fuels Corpo-
ration, as I am. If you vote for this
today and it passes, there is no longer
any need for the Interior Committee
to go to the Rules Committee to get a
rule waiving points of order against
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section 302(b) or section 303. And
there is no way, I say to the gentleman
from Michigan [(Mr. Worre] that I
think that you will be able to join me
in an amendment zeroing out the Syn-
thetic Fuels Corporation.

Not only him, but the gentleman
from Oklahoma [Mr. SyNar] and all
of the others who oppose the Synthet-
ic Fuels Corporation and want to zero
it out.

You are working right into the
hands of the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. MvurTHA] and all of the
others who favor the Synthetic Fuels
Corporation. And I hope that you are
listening, I say to the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. WoLrPE] because there
is no way in the world that you are
ever going to be able to get rid of the
Synthetic Fuels Corporation. We
could kill the rule here today and the
Interior Committee would not have to
come back to the Rules Committee.
They can bring the bill right here be-
cause they do not need any waivers.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CONTE. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. YATES, Mr. Speaker, I think
the gentleman is confused. We will
have to come to the Rules Committee
for a rule even though this passes and
our Interior rule is voted down. We
still will have to come to the Rules
Committee for waivers of legislative
matters.

We will not have to come to the
Rules Committee on the question of
waiving the requirements of the
Budget Act.

Mr. CONTE. That is optional. That
is optional and many, many subcom-
mittee chairmen, I remember the gen-
tleman from Iowa [NEAL SmiTH] last
year, I think it was, in the State Jus-
tice and Commerce bill came here
without a rule, and they did raise
points of order against those parts of
the bill that were not authorized, and
they were knocked out.

Mr. YATES. I have considered that
possibility. The problem is that several
of the legislative committees have not
passed bills that will authorize major
programs, and we would still have to
come to the Rules Committee in order
to get a waiver, in order for those very
important Departments in Govern-
ment to keep operating.

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CONTE. I am glad to yield to
the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. WOLPE. I thank the gentleman
for yielding, and I look forward to
joining with him in a moment, of
course, in the battle against the rule
on the Interior appropriation bill.

But first, may I say that I think that
the issue just raised with respect to
the budget rule before us now, that
issue is a red herring. There are many,
many other reasons why the Interior
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Appropriations Committee or other
committees will have come to the
Rules Committee beyond the Budget
Act, and that is simply a nonissue.

Mr. CONTE. That is a question of
judgment by the subcommittee chair-
man. They have done it many times,
they have come here without a rule,
and they can do it again.

If you are interested in doing away
with the Synthetic Fuels Corporation,
you will vote down this rule.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, I yield 1
minute and 30 seconds to the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. SCHUMER].

Mr. SCHUMER, I thank the gentle-
man from South Carolina [Mr. DEgr-
rick] for yielding this time to me.

I must say as to my colleague from
Massachusetts, Mr. ConNTE, that as a
Member of the Appropriations Com-
mittee one could expect that he would
opposed this resolution. But to my
good friend, the gentleman from Ohio
and the other Members on the other
side of the aisle, I am surprised that
they are opposing this resolution, be-
cause this resolution once and for all
shows that we in the House are serious
about the budget, are serious about
the deficit and are trying to do some-
thing about it.

Can we go all the way as far as the
Senate and the White House want us
to go on domestic programs? Probably
not. But are we trying to go a good
part of the way? Yes, we are.

And we are saying we are going to do
that whether there is a budget resolu-
tion or not. I would remind the gentle-
men on that side of the aisle about
what has happened in the other body.
The other body a very tough budget
resolution, and yet in the last week,
even though their budget resolution
eliminated money for EDA, they put
$30 million in the supplemental appro-
priation for EDA. Even though the
body’s Budget Resolution eliminated
the money for the ARC, the Appalach-
ian Regional Commission, that body
put $82 million in the appropriation
bill, for the ARC.

Even though the other body opposed
funding the TVA in their budget reso-
lution, they put $90 million in their
appropriation for that.

If this resolution passes, we cannot
do the same thing that is going on in
the other body here in the House, We
will be proving once and for all that
we indeed serious, and we will be
making real progress.

I would ask the gentleman from that
side of the aisle on the Budget Com-
mittee and the others to join us. They
should be joining us. They should be
saying that this shows the House is se-
rious about the deficit. They should
not say white simply because we say
black.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, I yield 3 min-
utes to the distinguished chairman of
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the
[Mr.

the Appropriations Committee,
gentleman from Mississippi
WHITTEN].

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I hope
we will go ahead and pass this rule and
get along with our business.

May I say that the Budget Act was
not required because of appropriations
from our Committee on Appropria-
tions. The Budget Act was recom-
mended by the study of Mr. Ullman of
the Ways and Means Committee and
myself representing the Appropria-
tions Committee. We recommended
the Budget Act because spending was
bypassing the annual process by our
Committee on Appropriations on 42
percent of Government spending.

What we have here is a resolution
where we resolve to carry out what
your Appropriations Committee is al-
ready doing. We pledged ourselves at
the beginning of our action this year,
in the absence of a budget resolution,
that we would follow the House
budget as passed by the House. We
have done that and we will continue to
do that. The resolution calls on us to
do that. Here we would resolve to limit
ourselves to the House budget provi-
sions.

May I point out that the budget res-
olution was due May 15, 70 days ago.
If you exclude Mondays and Fridays,
we have remaining 13 legislative days.
If there is much more delay, justified
or otherwise, you are inviting a con-
tinuing resolution. We do not ever
want that, we have not wanted to leg-
islate by continuing resolution in the
past, however it became necessary.
This could easily happen again.

I urge you to let us go ahead now. If
the Rules Committee wants me up
there in the afternoon, in the morning
and at midnight, I will be there, be-
cause I want the Congress to finish its
business. Of course, I would prefer
that all waivers be made at once for
our convenience. I will point out that
we will have about 9,000 witnesses
before us this term, and we have had
action of various types on appropria-
tion bills in one single day last week.
We are ready to work day and night to
finish the business of the Congress.

A number of our colleagues wanted
us to release the allocations made
among the various subcommittees. We
have done that. You have it before
you and you can look at it. Of course,
we reserve the right to reallocate, if
such a course should become neces-
sary. I recall a few years ago where we
had to take $1 billion to take care of
damages caused at Mount. St. Helens.
We may have to do that again on any
number of emergencies. But when we
have to act, our action will be subject
to your approval.

I wish to say again that we have 13
legislative days to wind up this fiscal
year and to take care of the future of
this Government. Your Committee on




July 24, 1985

Appropriations has not needed a
budget resolution for us to stay in line.
We have held the line each year, and
will do so this year.

The public has been led to believe
that we must have a budget, and if we
cannot get one between the two
Houses, surely it is appropriate for us
to adopt a course as though we had a
budget resolution. Our committee will
follow the course, for which this reso-
lution provides.

With 13 days remaining, I hope we
will adopt this resolution, provide the
necessary rules, and proceed.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. KEmpl.

Mr. KEMP. Mr. Speaker, I thank my
colleague for yielding. Let me say 1
can understand why the chairman of
the Budget Committee wants to pass
this resolution.

But let me rise in opposition for per-
haps a different reason. I think it is
just very poorly timed. I was dis-
turbed, as I think some Members on
the Democratic side of the aisle were,
that there are reports from the other
body that there are those who do not
think that we need a budget.

I certainly think that this is faulty
reasoning. We do need a budget and
we ought not to give up. We have
made, I think, some good-faith offers
on both sides of the aisle and on both
sides of the Capitol to try to reach a
budget compromise.

Let me say to my colleagues in both
Chambers, let us not let the process
die. There are those who want to give
up. And as I said earlier, I can under-
stand why the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania, Chairman Gray, wants to
pass this resolution in the name of in-
creasing pressure for a budget compro-
mise. But it actually waives the budget
in a blanket way, and that would be a
mistake in my opinion.

This resolution would suspend the
usual 302(b) allocations to the Appro-
priations Committee, which is one of
the most important enforcement
mechanisms for deficit reduction. The
resolution would be an admission of
failure that we cannot achieve a real
deficit-reduction package. It suspends
the budget process, which is already
under attack as toothless.
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I give Chairman Gray credit for
making a very good-faith effort to go
to the Senate in the conference, on
which I serve. I also commend the gen-
tleman from South Carolina. They
have offered a compromise. It does not
go as far as our side of the aisle wants
to go or Members of the Senate. But
Chairman Gray has offered a $273 bil-
lion spending cut package over 3 years
and $56 billion or so in the first year.
We ought to give him credit for
making an offer which goes further
than the House's original budget by
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making additional real spending cuts,
strengthening reconciliation, and in-
creasing defense budget authority.

Now I would say to some of my col-
leagues we are going back and at-
tempting to pass today the original
House budget which has $22 billion
less saving than the House’s second
offer. I think that is a mistake. It is
poorly timed. Both the House and
Senate conferees are trying to achieve
a new and better compromise budget
package. I definitely want to say, as I
previously did, that the chairman has
made a good-faith effort. Let the
Senate come back and make a new
offer. We can then resolve our differ-
ences in the next 48 hours, which I am
optimistic we can do, if we set aside
some of our pseudodifferences and get
down to numbers.

Chairman DoMENICI has set a
budget savings benchmark that is very
positive with regard to reducing the
deficit. It is a bold package. Perhaps
our Democratic friends cannot go that
far. There are some of us in the House
in the Republican Party that cannot
go that far on certain items.

But I think we can find a way to
work together to increase domestic
savings without hurting the defense of
the country and improving, as I think
the chairman would like to do, the
process for reconciliation or budget
enforcement, as he and the gentleman
from South Carolina have offered.

A good place to start in looking for
additional savings might be to abolish
or dramatically reduce synthetic fuels
subsidies to major oil companies for
producing synthetic fuels. We might
think in terms of reducing subsidies
for the Eximbank which subsidizes
corporations for trading or exporting
to other countries. We might reduce
substantially outdated so-called eco-
nomic development agencies. Those re-
forms would save $5 billion over 3
years. We might want to consider
giving Amtrak's Northeast corridor
routes to its employees for long-term
savings and pass a moratorium on the
strategic petroleum reserve [SPR] for
additional savings of a couple of bil-
lion dollars.

We could abolish the Direct Loan
Program of the SBA as recommended
by the National Federation of Inde-
pendent Businessmen, for another bil-
lion.

There are $3 billion to $5 billion that
could easily be saved in other business
subsidy programs beyond those I men-
tioned. I am not outlining a plan; I am
not outlining the things that absolute-
ly must be done. But we ought to go
back in conference and not let the
process die. In my opinion, we are
about $5 to $7 billion apart in fiscal
vear 1986 and about $20 billion apart
over the 3 years.

Now, do not forget, my friends, we
are talking about almost a $1 trillion
budget in a $4 trillion-plus GNP and
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we have narrowed our differences to
around $7 billion to $8 billion.

Mr. Speaker, this is a huge economy.
We have narrowed our differences.
The chairman and the gentleman
from South Carolina have made a
good-faith effort to resolve some of
the differences on reconciliation and
enforcement. More could be done,
more cuts could be made, some of
which I have outlined.

I really think that the differences
between the House and the Senate
budget are not irreconcilable. They
can be broached. The outlines for
agreement are in sight. We ought to
get moving.

On that basis, I would ask my col-
leagues on both sides of the Capitol to
reconsider their support for the
budget process. Let us get the confer-
ees back and make the effort that has
to be made, not on behalf of either
side of the Capitol Hill or either party
but on behalf of the American econo-
my, getting those deficits down and
%eta‘gng a good budget for fiscal year

986.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, I yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. MacKa¥y].

Mr. MacKAY. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding. I speak for a group
on this side of the aisle which last
week objected to waiving the Budget
Act, for two very specific reasons. One,
we felt that the waiver would force us
to give up the right to insist on recon-
ciliation, a discipline required by the
Budget Act. Two, we were unwilling to
waive our right under the Budget Act
to insist on 302(b) allocations. Without
these allocations, which set upper
limits on spending for each program,
there is no way for individual Mem-
bers to understand the entire spending
proposal being put forward by the Ap-
propriations Committee.

Today’'s resolution assures us that
both of these rights will be protected.

Now clearly there is going to be a
continuing resolution. This is going to
happen whether we waive the Budget
Act or whether we do not waive the
Budget Act, and that is going to be be-
cause we have stalled around and
played games far beyond the time con-
templated to go forward with the
budget resolution.

1 do not know whose fault that is. I
think there is enough fault so that we
can all take our share of the blame for
the position we find ourselves in. But
the question of what happens on the
continuing resolution is an issue not to
be decided today. That is the issue to
be decided when we have a rule, this
year I hope, that says we will have the
same limitations on the continuing
resolution that we have on general ap-
propriations bills. If that rule had
been in effect last year, we could have
avoided the farce which took place at
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the end of the session, when the con-
tinuing resolution negated all efforts
to achieve fiscal discipline.

In the meantime, I believe we are
preserving the discipline of the Budget
Act, we are doing as much as we can
do under the circumstances, not as
people who get together under the oak
tree on the lawn of the White House
and decide the future of the world, but
as general, ordinary Members of the
House who say, “I want to force the
system to work the way it is supposed
to work.” We are doing all vve can do. I
think there was a major concession
made by the Appropriations Commit-
tee. We can go home to our constitu-
ents in August and say, “The budget
process is not working right, but at
least I can tell you now in advance
what is going to happen so far as the
House spending decisions are con-
cerned.” That is not a spectacular
gain, but it is probably all we can
achieve under the constraints of the
White House agreement.

Mr. Speaker, I urge support of this
resolution.

Mr. DERRICK. For purposes of
debate only, Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia [Mrs. BoxXER].

Mrs. BOXER. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, this past weekend I
held community meetings throughout
my district. People asked me *“Con-
gresswoman, what happened to the
budget?” I told them, “I believe poli-
tics was getting in the way of a joint
House/Senate budget and that that is
unfortunate.”

Today by passing this resolution I
think we can rise above politics and
show America that we are breaking
the logjam, that we are moving ahead
with the $56 billion deficit reduction
this House already passed by such a
wide margin.

Let the other body squabble, but let
us move forward with deficit reduc-
tion. Let the other body walk out of
conference, but let us move forward
with deficit reduction. Let the other
body work without a budget, but let us
move forward with a budget.

Now I wish the other body would
change, but we in the House cannot
control that. But we can control what
we do.

So let us move forward today with
this resolution, with deficit reductions.
Let us pass this resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time to the gentleman
from South Carolina.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. WALKER].

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I certainly agree with
the chairman of the Committee on the
Budget when he said that we are not
waiving the Budget Act here. That is
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right. What we are doing is abandon-
ing the Budget Act. What we have de-
cided to do with this particular resolu-
tion is that we have decided that the
process to which we have committed
ourselves in the past does not work
and so therefore we have learned to
come up with a whole new process.
This is another case of when you
cannot live with the rules that you
have set, you simply abandon the rules
midstream.

That is what we are doing here.
When it comes to spending money, I
think there is no barrier that this
House will not abandon in order to
spend the money. This bill is called a
sunshine bill here. That is right. I
would agree it is a sunshine bill. There
is nothing under the Sun we will not
do in order to spend money. This Con-
gress has regularly overspent its own
budget. Over the last 5 years, we have
overspent our own budgets to the tune
of $150 billion or more. This is how we
do it. This is exactly the kind of bill,
the kind of approach that we use in
order to overspend our own budgets.
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Vote for this resolution if that is
what you are going to do; that is fine,
but your are voting for more spending
and you are voting to abandon the
budget process.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, I yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from California
[Mr. Faziol.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, we are con-
ducting another one of those arcane
debates some of us refer to as “inside
baseball” around here. People out
across the country expect two things
of us in the context of our budget
Pprocess.

One, they want us to cut spending;
they want us to balance the budget;
they want us to reduce spending; they
want us to move at least in the direc-
tion of reduction in our annual deficit
so that we get back to the historic
level we began with in 1980 when
President Reagan took office, and sec-
ondly, they want us to keep the proc-
ess of government functioning; they
do not want us to run up against that
October 1 fiscal year deadline and
have to close down the Federal Estab-
lishment for symbolic purposes.

I argue that this resolution today
allows us to move forward on both of
those issues. First of all, it does not in
any way reduce the pressure on our
budget conferees. As a conferee
myself, I can tell you that we feel the
pressure. It is the kind of pressure
that results from out of the knowledge
we have about the strength of “the
bully pulpit,” the Presidency, Presi-
dent Reagan's ability to stand up and
cast aspersions against the Congress as
his top aide, Mr. Regan did the other
morning, for failing in our responsibil-
ities to enact deficit reduction meas-
ures.
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We know that however ineffective
some of us may consider the budget
process, it is the most important sym-
bolic act we can engage in, and we will
continue our efforts in the conference
this week, next week and when we
come back, if must be the case, in Sep-
tember to pass a resolution so that we
can enact the proper framework to
meet our needs.

We are also, I think, able to say that
the Appropriations Committee histori-
cally has met its targets, Senator HAT-
FIELD, the chairman of the Appropria-
tions Committee, a leading Republi-
can, said in the debate on the Senate
floor on the line-item veto yesterday
that we have come $12 to $13 billion
below President Reagan's spending re-
quests since he has been in office; and
right now the 10 appropriations bills
that have come at least to full commit-
tee are $7.5 billion below the budget
authority granted to them in the
302(b) tentative allocation. This com-
mittee is not the problem.

This is the approach we need to
impose discipline on ourselves; the
Senate needs it as well; I hope we can
proceed at least today to give confi-
dence to our budget process and to the
Appropriations Committee's proper
approach as well.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Con-
necticut [Mr. MORRISON].

Mr. MORRISON of Connecticut.
Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
for yielding and I rise in support of
the resolution.

This is a resolution that gives us the
tools to at least live within spending
limits. It gives us the tools to control
and reduce spending. Those who are
attacking this resolution as an attack
on the budget process really do not
want to come to grips with the fact
that we want something real to com-
pare the appropriations measures to.

This resolution gives us 302(b) guide-
lines by which we can judge the appro-
priations as they come to the floor. It
gives us the beginning of a reconcilia-
tion process where we can save billions
of dollars in spending if we will move
forward in that process.

It gives us a 302(a) limit which can
limit any continuing resolution that
will be coming before this House.

We can and should do more than
just pass this resolution, but it is a be-
ginning; it is a beginning that gets the
House of Representatives on record in
its rules that will live at least within
the budget that we have already
passed, and the other body, if it has
more savings, can get to give or more
savings to ask, can certainly amend
what we pass in the appropriation and
reconciliation process to implement
those greater savings.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, I yield 1
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minute to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. LEvIN].

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. I appreciate
the gentleman yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
resolution. I have listened to some of
the debate, and I am somewhat sur-
prised by the statement from the
other side. What this resolution says is
that we will meet the other house
halfway on a resolution, but in the
meanwhile, the House, this House is
going to put our own house in order.

It has been said that this resolution
would diminish the pressure on the
other house. I think it will increase
the pressure. It will show that we here
are able to act within a framework
that brings about major savings.

So for all of those reasons, I hope
very much that we will vote for the
resolution. This is a very significant
first step toward the kind of budget
that this country needs.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Louisi-
ana [Mr. ROEMER].

Mr. ROEMER. I thank my colleague
for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, this is a close call
today. This is not an easy vote for a
lot of people who care deeply about
what we have done to this country in
terms of the deficit. This is a close call
today for those who are worried about
jobs and get letters like I do about to-
morrow and what it holds.

I did not support the budget that
passed the House a couple weeks ago,
and as a result it is very difficult for
me to vote to put into effect the very
budget that I voted against.

This is a close call, and I do not
mean to cast stones in either direction,
but I have decided that I cannot vote
for this rule. I do so reluctantly; I do
so without any animosity toward
anyone. I just think the basic question
is: Are we better off to put a bad
budget in place or have no budget at
all momentarily? Right now, I like the
pressure of the individual votes on the
appropriations bills. Because I voted
against this budget, I am not going to
be able to vote to impose it. That sup-
port is the responsibility of those who
supported this budget originally. I did
not. I can not.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. BOULTER].

Mr. BOULTER. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my colleague for yielding and I
rise in opposition to the resolution, for
a number of reasons that have already
been expressed.

Mr. Speaker, it would, as the gentle-
man from Louisiana [Mr. ROEMER]
said, put into effect what many of us
consider to be a very bad budget; a
budget which as I recall in the area of
nondefense domestic cuts actually con-
tains $13 billion above a freeze level.
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1 rise in opposition to the resolution
because it is a vote for that very
budget. What we are doing today
would remove pressure on House
budget conferees to get a budget;
those of us who think it is important
to have a budget should vote against
this. There is no precedent for it; it
erodes the budget process, and it
would actuaily permit spending in-
crease amendments to be offered to
appropriations bills,

1 hope that this vote today will be
viewed as the big spending vote of this
Congress, because I believe this vote is
a budget-buster, and it is an abandon-
ment of the budget process.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Kansas
[Mr. SLATTERY].

Mr. SLATTERY. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr. Derrick] for yielding,
and I rise in somewhat reluctant sup-
port of the resolution.

The reason I do, Mr. Speaker, is be-
cause frankly the bottom line is, this is
as good as we are going to do at this
point. The fact of the matter is that
we have made a good faith offer to the
other body; $56 billion in deficit reduc-
tion next year; $273 billion over the
next 3 years; and the Senate has in
effect walked away from that offer.

At this point, we do not know wheth-
er the Senate is going to continue to
participate in the conference or not.
That leaves us in the position where
we are totally at the mercy of the
Senate.

I do not believe we can leave our-
selves in that position, Mr. Speaker,
and it seems we have no other choice.
At least with this resolution we will be
in a position to judge the appropria-
tion bills against the earlier passed
House budget resolution; and in addi-
tion to that, there is nothing in this
resolution—and I say this to my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle,
and also to my colleagues on the
Democratic side of the aisle—there is
nothing in this resolution that will
prevent individual Members from
having the opportunity to come to this
mike in the well of this House and
offer amendments to further trim the
appropriation bill that might be
coming forward.

I, for one, intend to do that, and I
would urge my other colleagues who
are really interested in deficit reduc-
tion, to join me in that effort.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. PANETTA].
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Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, the
issue here today is whether there will
be any semblance of diseipline whatso-
ever in the House with regard to the
budget resolution. That is the issue. I
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regret as much as anyone else the fact
that we do not have an agreement on
a conference report regarding the
budget resolution. There is plenty of
blame for that to go around for every-
body. But the blame will be on this
House if we at the very least do not
have the guts to support the very reso-
lution that was adopted here. That is
the point of this resolution. It is to
provide some semblance of enforce-
ment, scorekeeping on the appropria-
tions bills. What could be the problem
of providing a list of scorekeeping so
we know whether in fact appropria-
tion bills meet what is in the resolu-
tion? It provides for reconciliation.
Reconciliation is the only tool we have
in the budget process. This will allow
reconciliation to go forward so that at
the very least we can achieve those
savings here.

Now, I understand the argument
that some do not like the particular
resolution. You may not like the shape
of the barn; but it is no reason to leave
the barn door open. This resolution
tries to close that door. And at the
very least, it is the minimal step that
needs to be taken if we are to say to
the American people, “We exercised
some discipline on the budget proe-
ess.” This is your chance.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. Mack].

Mr. MACK. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

I rise in opposition to the rule. I
think that to continue to make the
statement about discipline and to
make statements about one of the
ways to avoid a continuing resolution
is to vote for this rule is just totally
misleading. The same comments were
made last year. We ended up with a
continuing resolution last year that in-
creased spending by 13 percent.

What good is it to have scorekeeping
if the scorekeeping is going to indicate
to us that we are going to raise spend-
ing 13 percent?

So I think we are headed in the
wrong direction. If we want discipline,
we ought to make ourselves live within
the Budget Act.

If I could, I would like to ask one
question of the chairman of the
Budget Committee.

What has happened to the $4 billion
in contracting out. Is the Appropria-
tion Committee going to deal with
contracting out?

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. The $4
billion in contracting out has been as-
signed to the Appropriations Commit-
tee. It is in the 302 allocation and it is
in the 302(b)’s.

Mr. MACK. I thank the gentleman
for the information.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. LaTTAl is
recognized for 2 minutes.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, let me say
that anybody who believes that the
passage of this resolution is going to
speed up the conference and the pas-
sage of a joint resolution on the
budget must have to believe in the
tooth fairy. They are living in dream-
land. This makes it easier for the
whole thing to go by the board.

I pointed out in my general remarks
earlier something that seems to have
escaped the people who want to do
something about reducing expendi-
tures. There is a difference in what
they are doing here and what we
would do otherwise. This is actually a
matter of convenience. This is not
only a blanket waiver of section 303(a)
of the Budget Act, which requires a
budget resolution to be in place before
appropriation bills can be considered,
but it actually would permit spending
increase amendments to be offered to
appropriation bills.

Under current procedure, even the
House may waive section 303(a)
against individual appropriation bills.
Such waivers do not cover amend-
ments which provide additional budget
authority or spending increase amend-
ments. Therefore, the adoption of this
resolution can be interpreted as au-
thorizing budget busting amendments
that are currently prohibited under
existing law.

So anybody who believes that we are
going to reduce spending by passing a
resolution that most of us on this side
did not support in the first place,
which had peanuts for reconciliation,
which had a lot of puffery in it, es-
capes my imagination.

I think the only way to do anything
about the deficit is to get back in con-
ference and cut, cut, cut expenditures.
Quit beating around the bush about it.
Let us do something about it. And the
way to do it is back in conference and
not passing waivers like this. You can
call it anything you like, but it is a
waiver of the Budget Act and it opens
the door for the Appropriations Com-
mittee to come in here on all of these
appropriations with a blanket waiver
of the Budget Act without coming up
to the Rules Committee with a justifi-
cation for a waiver on every bill.

I think they ought to come in and
make their case on each individual ap-
propriation bill.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 1% minutes.

Mr. Speaker, to have not voted for
the budget resolution last time is no
excuse for not voting for this resolu-
tion. That is an untenable excuse. The
House passed the budget resolution.
This is an opportunity for the House
to say to the American people who are
looking to this Congress for some sort
of fiscal discipline that we, even
though we have made every effort
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that we possiby can to come to an
agreement with the Senate on a
budget resolution, that having failed
that, until we do that—and I believe
we will come to an agreement in very
short order—that we are going to have
what it takes to discipline ourselves.

There is no other way that the rec-
onciliation process and the budget en-
forcement process of the House may
go into effect without supporting this
resolution.

So I suggest to the Members that
those who are not voting for this be-
cause they do not like the budget are
being very shortsighted. I voted for
the budget. There is a lot in there I do
not like. But what I do like and what I
do demand, and what I do think we
owe the American people is to tell
them that, yes, the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives has what it takes to disci-
pline itself.

Mr. Speaker, I yield the balance of
my time to the distinguished gentle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. Gray].

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Gray] is recognized for 1 minute.

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker and colleagues, there really
are only two questions to be answered
in this vote, and that is: Do you want
to enforce what you voted bipartisan-
ly, overwhelmingly for, just a couple
of months ago in stating what the
House priorities were? Do you want to
demonstrate to America and to the
other body that you are prepared to
discipline yourself, enforce over $50
billion worth of savings? Or are we
going to continue to play partisan poli-
tics and allow the red ink to swell up
around us?

The Appropriations Committee, led
by the distinguished gentleman from
Mississippi, has already pledged itself
to be a part of that great effort. That
is the first question. So if you voted
for the budget a couple of months ago,
you ought to vote for this resolution.

Second, let me just say: Is this
budget that we have from the House
in conference the best budget in the
world? I would say it is not. Given the
constraints of the House policy, in
terms of COLA’s, given the constraints
of the President’s position on reve-
nues, I believe it is a good start toward
cutting spending. So let us enforce it;
let us pass this resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All
time has expired.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the resolu-
tion.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum

July 24, 1985

is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify
absent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic
device, and there were—yeas 242, nays
184, not voting 7, as follows:

[Roll No. 251]
YEAS—242

Gaydos
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons
Glickman
Gonzalez
Gordon
Gray (IL)
Gray (PA)
Guarini
Hall (OH)
Hall, Ralph
Hamilton
Hatcher
Hawkins
Hayes
Heftel
Hertel
Howard
Hoyer
Hubbard
Huckaby
Hughes
Hutto

Ackerman
Addabbo
Ak

Olin
Ortiz
Owens
Panetta
Pease
Penny
Pepper
Perkins
Pickle
Price
Rahall
Rangel
Ray

Reid
Richardson
Robinson
Rodino
Roe

Alexander
Anderson
Andrews
Annunzio
Anthony
Aspin
Atkins
AuCoin
Barnard
Barnes
Bates
Bedell
Beilenson
Bennett
Berman
Bevill
Biaggl
Boggs
Boland
Boner (TN)
Bonior (MI)

Borski
Bosco
Boucher
Boxer
Brooks
Brown (CA)
Bruce
Bryant
Burton (CA)
Bustamante
Byron
Carper

Rose
Rostenkowskl
Rowland (GA)

Jenkins
Jones (NC)
Jones (OK)
Jones (TN)
Kanjorski
Eaptur
Kastenmeier
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Kolter
Kostmayer
Carr LaFalce
Chappell Lantos

Clay Leath (TX)
Coelho Lehman (CA)
Coleman (TX) Lehman (FL)
Collins Leland
Cooper Levin (MI)
Coyne Levine (CA)
Crockett Lipinski
Daniel Lloyd
Darden Long
Daschle Lowry (WA)
de la Garza Luken
Dellums Lundine
Derrick MacKay
Dicks Manton
Dingell Markey
Dixon Martinez
Donnelly Matsul
Dorgan (ND) Mavroules
Dowdy McCloskey
Durbin McCurdy
Dwyer McHugh
Dymally Mica

Dyson Mikulski
Eckart (OH) Miller (CA)
Mineta
Mitchell
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moody
Morrison (CT)
Mrazek
Murphy
Murtha
Natcher
Neal

Skelton
Slattery
Smith (FL)
Smith (IA)
Solarz
Spratt

St Germain
Staggers
Stallings
Stark
Stenholm
Stokes
Stratton
Studds
Swift

Thomas (GA)
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Traxler

Udall

Valentine
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Walgren
Watkins
Waxman
Weaver
Weiss
Wheat
Whitley
Whitten
Williams
Wilson

Edgar
Edwards (CA)
English
Erdreich
Evans (IL)
Fascell
Fazio
Feighan
Flippo
Florio
Foglietta
Foley
Ford (TN)
Fowler
Frank

Nelson
Nichols
Nowak
Oakar
Oberstar
Obey

Frost
Fuqua
Garcia

Young (MO)
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NAYS—184
Gradison
Green
Gregg Parris
Grotberg Pashayan
Gunderson Petri
Hammerschmidt Porter
Hansen Pursell
Hartnett Quillen
Hendon Regula
Henry Ridge
Hiler Rinaldo
Hillis Ritter
Holt Roberts
Hopkins Roemer
Horton Rogers
Hunter Roth
Hyde Roukema
Ireland Rowland (CT)
Jeffords Rudd
Johnson Saxton
Kasich Schaefer
Kemp Schneider
Kindness Schuette
Kolbe Schulze
Kramer Sensenbrenner
Lagomarsino Shaw
Latta Shumway
Leach (IA) Shuster
Lent Siljander
Lewis (CA) Skeen
Lewis (FL) Slaughter
Lightfoot Smith (NE)
Livingston Smith (NH)
Loeffler Smith (NJ)
Lott Smith, Denny
Lowery (CA) Smith, Robert
Lungren Snowe
Mack Snyder
Madigan Solomon
Marlenee Spence
Martin (IL) Stangeland
Martin (NY) Strang
Mazzoli Stump
McCain Sundquist
McCandless Sweeney
McCollum
McDade
McEwen
McGrath
McKernan
McKinney
McMillan
Meyers
Miller (OH)
Miller (WA)
Molinari
Moore
Moorhead
Morrison (WA)
Myers
Nielson
O’Brien

NOT VOTING—T7

Lujan ‘Wright
Michel
Monson
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The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Wright for, with Mr. Michel against.

Mr. Ford of Michigan for, with Mr.
Monson against.

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Applegate
Archer
Armey
Badham
Bartlett
Barton
Bateman
Bentley
Bereuter
Bilirakis
Bliley
Boehlert
Boulter
Breaux
Broomfield
Brown (CO)
Broyhill
Burton (IN)
Callahan
Campbell
Carney
Chandler
Chappie
Cheney
Clinger
Coats

Cobey
Coble
Coleman (MO)
Combest
Conte
Conyers
Coughlin
Courter
Craig

Crane
Dannemeyer
Daub

Davis
Delay
DeWine
Dickinson
DioGuardi
Dornan (CA)
Dreier
Duncan
Early
Eckert (NY)
Edwards (OK)
Emerson
Evans (IA)
Fawell
Fiedler

Oxley
Packard

Swindall
Tauke
Thomas (CA)
Vander Jagt
Vucanovich
Walker
Weber
Whitehurst
Whittaker
Wolf
Wortley
Wylie

Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zschau
Gingrich
Goodling

Downey
Ford (MI)
Hefner
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THE BATTLE HYMN OF THE
REPUBLICANS

(Mr. CONTE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)
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Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, unfortu-
nately, I am not permitted to sing on
the House floor. But, on this historic
occasion, I would like to recite “The
Battle Hymn of the Republicans’:
Mine eyes have seen the glory of the victori-
ous G.O.P.

We trampled down those Democrats by a
score of 9 to 3.

At 17-6-1, you call this a rivalry?

The G.O.P. is marching on.

We practiced every day, Pursell and Coats
worked up a sweat;

While the Democrats spent their weeks
adding to the national debt.

They tried to legislate themselves some
talent, I am willing to bet;

The G.O.P. is marching on.

We can hear the Donkeys whimper, with
Chappell leading the whine;

But he shouldn't feel so bad, with that
talent they played fine.

After batting against Schaefer, they just got
splinters on the pine;

The G.O.P. is marching on.

As their coach, I heiped them to accomplish
this great feat;

I said, “Hit it to Russo or Bonior; that will
ensure their defeat.”

So stop crying, old Chappell; get out of the
kitchen if you can’t stand the heat.

The G.O.P. is marching on.

Now the game is over, one more year 'till 8G;

And who will win next year, I know who I
would pick.

Don't feel bad, old Chappell; you did well
for a Florida hick.

The G.O.P. is marching on.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE
ON APPROPRIATIONS TO FILE
PRIVILEGED REPORT ON DIS-
TRICT OF COLUMBIA APPRO-
PRIATIONS BILL, 1986

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Appropriations may have until
midnight tonight to file a privileged
report on a bill making appropriations
for the government of the District of
Columbia and other activities chargea-
ble in whole or in part against the rev-
enues of said District for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1986, and
for other purposes.

Mr. CONTE reserved all points of
order on the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from California?

There was no objection.

REDESIGN AND RECONSTRUC-
TION OF THE EAST PLAZA OF
THE CAPITOL FOR INCREASED
SECURITY

(Mr. YOUNG of Missouri asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mr. YOUNG of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, today, I am introducing legislation
which authorizes the Architect of the
Capitol, under the direction of the
Senate Office Building Coummission
and the House Office Building Com-
mission, to redesign and reconstruct
the east plaza of the U.S. Capitol to
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provide for increased security and for
esthetic purposes. I am pleased to be
joined in introducing the bill by the
distinguished ranking minority
member of the Subcommittee on
Public Buildings and Grounds, Hon. E.
Cray SHaw, as well as several other
distinguished Members of Congress.
Mr. Speaker, this bipartisan effort is
part of the crucial response to security
needs of which we have become all too
aware in recent years.

As my colleagues are aware, in No-
vember 1983, a bombing was carried
out in the Senate wing of the Capitol
by an extremist organization. The
Subcommittee on Public Buildings and
Grounds subsequently held hearings
on increased security for the Capitol,
and several additional security meas-
ures were implemented. This legisla-
tion is another important step toward
updating security, while at the same
time providing a ceremonial entrance
to the Capitol substantially in accord
with the Olmsted plan for the U.S.
Capitol Grounds and the landscape
plan of the 1981 master plan for the
U.S. Capitol. It will provide for use of
the east plaza as a major pedestrian
and ceremonial entrance point appro-
priate for the main entrance to the
Capitol of the United States.

Mr. Speaker, I hope that the Con-
gress will recognize the importance of
this legislation so that we can move
quickly to detailed plans which will
protect employees and visitors to the
Capitol while ensuring that the east
front reflects the pride which all
Americans feel for the Capitol as a
symbol of democracy. I urge my col-
leagues to cosponsor this legislation
and support timely passage.

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLA-
TION TO IMPROVE SECURITY
OF EAST FRONT PLAZA OF
THE CAPITOL

(Mr. SHAW asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I am hon-
ored to introduce along with the chair-
man of the Public Works and Trans-
portation Subcommittee on Public
Buildings and Grounds and sponsor of
the bill, Mr. Younc of Missouri, and a
number of my colleagues, legislation
intended to substantially improve the
security of the east front plaza of the
Capitol.

All of us are keenly aware of the in-
creasing acts of terrorism being car-
ried out worldwide and realize we are
as vulnerable here in Washington as
the passengers who boarded their
flight in Athens or the American sol-
diers who were senselessly murdered
in a cafe in El Salvador.

I know many of you can recall the
bomb blast which ripped through the
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Capitol 2 years ago, the individual ap-
prehended in the House gallery la-
dened with explosives, and the Colum-
bian and Libyan hit squads headed for
Washington and destinations through-
out the country.

You will recall, too, the steps which
were taken to deter or prevent a
repeat of these occurrences. Identifica-
tion cards were issued, access within
the buildings was restricted, trucks
were positioned across driveways and
guard booths, and idling police cars
were stationed in front of the Capitol.

But many of the measures imple-
mented in and around the Capitol fol-
lowing these incidents were of a tem-
porary nature, which is why we have
introduced this legislation which
would result in a number of perma-
nent security improvements on the
east front plaza.

The legislation would authorize the
Architect of the Capitol to redesign
and reconstruct, under the direction of
the House and Senate Office Building
Commissions, the east plaza of the
Capitol in order to provide improved
security for the hundreds of employ-
ees and thousands of visitors occupy-
ing this majestic building daily.

The redesign is to be in accordance
with the Olmstead plan for the U.S.
Capitol Grounds and the landscape
plan of the 1981 master plan for the
U.S. Capitol.

Once plans and cost estimates are
prepared by the Architect, the legisla-
tion requires they be submitted to the

Congress for final approval prior to
the appropriation of funds for the re-
construction.

Preliminary estimates by the Archi-
tect indicate the entire project would
cost approximately $8.4 million, and I
would like to point out that some of
the funds for the project may be avail-
able from the west front renovation.

Currently, the renovation of the
west front is progressing exceptionally
well under the careful and diligent su-
pervision of the Architect; the project
is on schedule and the costs that have
been incurred thus far are well below
those originally estimated.

Barring any unforeseen problems,
the west front renovation should be
completed well below the amount ap-
propriate meaning; funds from this
project could be transferred to the
east front plaza reconstruction project
subject to congressional approval.

Mr. Speaker, improving the security
of our Nation’s Capitol so we might
ensure the protection of the world's
most distinguished symbol of freedom,
and the safety of those who work and
visit there daily, is of paramount im-
portance.

It is that responsibility we must not
shirk, and I would urge Members to
cosponsor and support this legislation.
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IN DEFENSE OF DEMOCRATIC
HONOR AND BASEBALL TEAM

(Mr. GONZALEZ asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in defense of the Democratic honor
and the baseball team that fielded glo-
riously last night and lost through chi-
canery, but in direct reply to the poesy
of the gentleman from Massachusetts,
let me say that the Democratic gladia-
tors battled proudly and gloriously
and honorably on the field, but at no
time could we change the GOP.

The GOP, like my little white hen,
Higgly-Piggly, she lays eggs only for
gentlemen.

We could not persuade with pistol or
lariat to come across for the proletar-
iat.

WAIVING CERTAIN POINTS OF
ORDER AGAINST CONSIDER-
ATION OF H.R. 3011, DEPART-
MENT OF THE INTERIOR AND
RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS, 1986

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 227 and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 227

Resolved, That all points of order for fail-
ure to comply with the provisions of section
303(a) of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974 (Public Law 93-344) are hereby waived
against the consideration of the bill (H.R.
3011) making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of the Interior and related agencies
for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1986, and for other purposes. During the
consideration of the bill, all points of order
against the following provisions in the bill
for failure to comply with the provisions of
clause 2 of rule XXI are hereby waived: be-
ginving on page 2, lines 1 through 21; begin-
ning on page 4, line 6 through page 6, line
19; beginning on page 8, line 10 through
page 9, line 10; beginning on page 9, line 16
through page 10, line 2; beginning on page
11, line 11 through page 12, line 8; begin-
ning on page 13, lines 3 through 26; begin-
ning on page 14, lines 19 through 22; begin-
ning on page 16, line 8 through page 17, line
9; beginning on page 26, line 8 through page
27, line 19; beginning on page 41, lines 12
through 21; beginning on page 45, line 20
through the colon on page 50, line 5; begin-
ning after the colon on page 50, line 8
through page 50, line 16; beginning on page
52, line 12 through page 53, line 18; begin-
ning on page 56, line 16 through page 57,
line 15; beginning on page 61, line 3 through
page 63, line 8; and beginning on page 65,
lines 1 through 4; and all points of order
against the following provisions in the bill
for failure to comply with the provisions of
clause 6 of rule XXI are hereby waived: be-
ginning on page 45, line 20 through page 48,
line 24; and beginning on page 52, line 12
through page 53, line 18. In any case where
this resolution waives points of order
against only a portion of a paragraph, a
point of order against any other provision in
such paragraph may be made only against
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such provision and not against the entire
paragraph.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Frosrt] is
recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield 30 min-
utes to the gentleman from Tennessee
[Mr. QuiLLEN], pending which I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 227
waives certain points of order against
the consideration of H.R. 3011, the De-
partment of the Interior and related
agencies appropriation for fiscal year
1986. The rule does not provide for the
consideration of H.R. 3011, since gen-
eral appropriation bills are privileged;
rather, the rule protects specified pro-
visions of the bill against points of
order for failure to comply with the
provisions of clauses 2 and 6 of rule
XXI. Clause 2 of rule XXI prohibits
unauthorized appropriations and legis-
lative provisions in a general appro-
priation bill while clause 6 prohibits
reappropriations or transfers in those
bills.

The specific provisions of the bill for
which the waivers are provided are de-
tailed in the rule by page and line. I
should note that the waivers provided
in the rule are those requested by the
chairman of the Committee on Appro-
priations, Mr. WHITTEN.

In large part, the provisions protect-
ed by clause 2, rule XXI waivers in the
rule are unauthorized appropriations
which are ai some stage of the legisla-
tive process but have yet to be enacted
into law. Generally, the granting of
these waivers requested by Chairman
WHITTEN was not found to be objec-
tionable by the relevant legislative
committees. However, in one instance,
the authorizing committee, Energy
and Commerce, did object to the lan-
guage proposed to be protected by a
waiver of clause 2 of rule XXI. This
language, which prohibits the test sale
of oil from the strategic petroleum re-
serve, was not protected in the rule by
the Committee on Rules in light of
the objection raised by the chairman
of the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce. It has generally been the prac-
tice of the Committee on Rules not to
grant protection to wunauthorized
projects or legislative language con-
tained in appropriation bills if such
language is found to be objectionable
by the relevant legislative committees.

However, in order to protect the re-
mainder of this paragraph in the bill,
the rule provides that should a point
of order be raised against the test sale
language, that the point of order may
be made only against that language in
the paragraph and not against the
paragraph as a whole. This provision
in the rule leaves the remainder of the
paragraph relating to the strategic pe-
troleum reserve protected against
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points of order under clause 2 of rule
XXI.

The paragraphs granted a waiver of
clause 2, rule XXI in title I of the bill
provide appropriations for a number
of agencies involved in activities relat-
ed to the programs of the Department
of the Interior including the Bureau
of Land Management; resource man-
agement, land acquisition and con-
struction within the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service; funds for operations,
construction and the John F. Kennedy
Center for the Performing Arts within
the National Park Service; the Geolog-
ical Survey; and Administration of
Territories. Waivers of clause 2, rule
XXI1 in title II are provided for the
Youth Conservation Corps within the
Forest Service; various programs
within the Department of Energy;
Indian Health Services within the De-
partment of Health and Human Serv-
ices; the Smithsonian Institution; the
National Foundation on the Arts and
Humanities; and the U.S. Holocaust
Memorial Council.

The rule also protects three provi-
sions in title II against points of order
against the failure to comply with
clause 6 of rule XXI. These provisions
are also protected by clause 2, rule
XXI1 waivers. Specifically, the rule
protects the clean coal technology re-
serve and the fossil energy research
and development accounts within the
Depariment of Energy because they
contain transferred funds and the ap-
propriation for the Indian Health
Service within the Department of
Health and Human Services because it
contains reappropriations.

The rule also waives section 303(a)
of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974 because the rule was reported
from the Committee on Rules prior to
the adoption of House Resolution 231
which was just agreed to by the
House. Under the provisions of House
Resolution 231, this waiver is no
longer necessary because the House is
now operating under the House-passed
budget resolution, House Concurrent
Resolution 152, as if it had been adopt-
ed by the Congress for purposes of the
Budget Act. As Members know, once
the first budget resolution has been
adopted by the Congress, a waiver of
section 303(a), which prohibits the
consideration of new budget authority
for a fiscal year prior te the adoption
of a budget resolution for that year, is
no longer required in order to consider
appropriation bills.

Mr. Speaker, there is one matter of
some controversy in the rule I should
point out to my colleagues. The Com-
mittee on Rules did not provide a
waiver of clause 2, rule XXI for an
amendment relating to the Synthetic
Fuels Corporation. The amendment,
proposed by the gentleman from Indi-
ana, Mr. SHARP, as well as a number of
other Members, proposed to rescind oil
funds in the energy security reserve,
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which is the Synthetic Fuels Corpora-
tion, except for $500 million which the
SFC would be unable to commit. The
amendment was not considered by the
Appropriations Committee nor did
that committez request that an
amendment of this nature be protect-
ed under the rule.

Proponents of the amendment will
speak today in favor of defeating the
rile in order toc compel the Committee
on Rules to report another rule for
H.R. 3011 which would protect the
Syn Fuels amendment. I would like to
point out from the outset that author-
izing legislation has been reported
from the Committee on Energy and
Commerce and is currently pending
before the Committee on Banking, Fi-
nance and Urban Affairs. The Com-
mittee on Rules was informed that the
Subcommittee on Economic Stabiliza-
tion will take up the legislation after
the August district work period. The
Committee on Rules has been, and
continues to be, reluctant to grant
waivers to allow legislative amend-
ments to appropriation bills and while
a great many Members may argue that
this amendment would deserve special
treatment despite the committee’s re-
luctance, the Committee on Rules con-
tinues to believe that the legislative
process must be protected and that au-
thorizations should take their normal
course through the legislative process.
For this reason, the Committee on
Rules did not recommend that the
amendment be protected in the rule. I
would urge my colleagues to support
the position of the Committee on
Rules, as well as the Committee on
Appropriations, and vote to support
this rule.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3011 contains im-
portant appropriations for a wide vari-
ety of programs within the Depart-
ment of the Interior and other related
agencies. The rule provides for the ex-
peditious consideration of this meas-
ure and will allow the House to move
forward with the consideration of gen-
eral appropriation bills for the coming
fiscal year. I urge my colleagues to
support the previous question and the
rule so that the House may conduct its
business on this most important ap-
propriation bill.
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Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself as much time as I may use.

Mr. Speaker, I urge support for the
rule.

Today, the House is faced with an
important decision regarding our na-
tional energy policy and our national
security. A bipartisan group of Mem-
bers argue that this rule should be de-
feated so that the Rules Committee
will be forced to grant another rule
permitting the offering of a nonger-
mane amendment to abolish the Syn-
ethetic Fuels Corporation. These
Members are sincere and able. I have
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the greatest respect for them. I count
them as my friends. My duty and re-
spornsibility as I see it, however, com-
pels me to say that they are wrong,
and I ask the House to reject their
advise and to reject their policy.
Members should be aware that a bill
to accomplish their purpose to abolish
the Synthetic Fuels Corporation has
been reported by the Committee on
Energy and Cocmmerce and is now
before the Subcommittee on Economic
Stabilization of the Committee on
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs.
The subcommittee chairman, the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. LAFALCE],
assured the Rules Committee in a
letter that he has every intention of
taking up their bill aiter the August
recess. Here is the proper and regular
legislative remedy for those who wish
to press ahead in their effort to abol-
ish the Synthetic Fuels Corporation.
To reverse our national energy
policy and to destroy our most innova-
tive national program to establish a
synthetic fuels industry by way of a

‘single amendment debated for a few

minutes, is not the sort of deliberate
legislative procedure this important
matter deserves. What they are about
is too serious a national policy ques-
tion to be dealt with by such an irreg-
ular and impromptu procedure.

Beyond this procedural dispute lies
the greater question of subsiance. And
what a difference a few years make.

The great oil shortages of the 1970's
are behind us. The economic devasta-
tion, the wild inflation, the high un-
employmeni, the genuine threat to
our national security, all apparently
gone, behind us. Today there is an
adequate supply of oil and the attitude
seems to be that we have no problem
with oil supplies anymore.

How quickly we forget. The truth is
that America is dangerously depend-
ent on imported oil and a lot of it
comes from a part of the world infest-
ed with rulers who are sworn enemies
of the United States. The Middle East
is spinning off its axis under the as-
saults of a vicious terrorism, or reli-
gious fanaticism, of belligerent nation-
alism, of incredible disparaties of
wealth, and is afflicted with the ag-
onies of a traditional culture ham-
mered by rapid change introduced by
an alien world. They are even rerun-
ning World War 1, or is it the Hundred
Years' War, at the head of the Persian
Gulf.

This is a stable source of o0il?

And remember, if we learned any-
thing in the 1970’s, it is that America's
economy, her foreign policy and her
national security depend on America’s
capacity to establisk our own inde-
pendent energy market—one that we
control.

The Synthetic Fuels Corporation is
the most important part of America’s
commitment to free herself from the
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grip of the madmen and the crazies of
the Middle East who hate her and who
will use the oil weapon to bring Amer-
ica to her knees if they can. We have
got to have the strength to stop them.
We have got to have the vision to go
forward and to develop a synthetic
fuels industry.

We have sufficient coal and oil shale
to last for centuries. Let’s use it, in-
stead of sending our sons to die some
day in the sands of the Middle East in
an oil war.

Mr. Speaker, I ask the Members to
support the Appropriations Commit-
tee and the Rules Committee. Let us
not act unwisely and in haste today on
a matter of such importance. I ask for
a “‘yes' vote on the rule.

0O 1230

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. QUIL-
LEN] has consumed 5 minutes.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield 5 minutes
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. MURTHAL

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Speaker, this
morning when I was driving into work,
on my left was a Subaru, in front of
me was a Honda and behind was an-
other foreign car. I see the chairman
of the Trade Committee coming in.
Let me tell you something: They are
all burning, one-third of those cars,
not only coming in from overseas, but
they are burning foreign-imported oil.

Now the steel mills, we have lost
200,000 people in the last couple of
years. My area still has between 11

and 13 percent unemployment because

of subsidized imports, They say in
automobiles alone 50 percent of the
cars are going to be imported in the
next couple of years if the Japanese
eliminate the voluntary quotas that
they have received.

Interesting thing: This morning in
my mail from a fellow named Broyhill,
a Paul Broyhill, I received a letter and
Paul says “The furniture business is
going downhill and the subsidized im-
ports are killing” him and something
has to be done about it.

He sends me a copy of what imports
are doing to this country.

Well there have been some of us
who have been working for years
trying to do something about imports.

In today's Washington Post, the
headline “Long-Term Qil Problem.” In
last week's Washington Post, another,
“U.S. May Face Power Deficit in the
Early 1990’s.”

We are talking about, in my estima-
tion, one of the most serious situations
to face this country.

I remember driving back from
Johnstown, PA, to Washington just a
couple of years ago when I had to plan
where I was going to stop because half
the gasoline stations were closed. I
had to be very careful what day I got
back and make sure I filled my tank
before I left Johnstown.
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Now I have a copy of the CONGRESs-
SsIONAL REcorD here from 1953. We
closed down two synthetic fuel plants
in 1953, that is, the Congress. The In-
terior Committee of the Committee on
Appropriations said in 1953 that we
have no energy crisis, there is not
going to be any problem so we are
going to close down two plants.

Now what is the significance of clos-
ing those plants? The rezal expenditure
in synthetic fuels is the capital ex-
penditure. Those plants cost substan-
tially less in 1953 than they would cost
today. So the real crisis might have
been avoided if we were able to keep
those plants going, expand and in-
crease the technology and to keep the
price of the initial investment down.

Now you talk about the amount of
money which we spend. Well, let me
tell you something: Imported oil costs
us $47 billion a year to our trade defi-
cit. We are going to spend money in
the long run in keeping some technol-
ogy in this country. I am not talking
about foreign aid, I am not talking
about a program—and I supported the
foreign aid bill because we need a bal-
anced program—but let me tell you
something here, here is a program
that would help us be more independ-
ent, here is a program where people in
the United States are going to be
working.

Mr. Speaker, I got a letter from the
United Mineworkers and they said
that we have half our people out of
work and we need a program that
would put coalminers back to work.

You may argue about the situation
at the Synthetic Fuels Corporation.
But they have only had 6 months
under the new board to get anything
done. You can go back and look at the
discouraging problems they had before
and I know it is very difficult to
defend the situation under the former
regime, but since December, they have
tried to narrow down the program and
they have tried to increase the produc-
tivity, they have tried to make smaller
projects and come up with something
in case we have another energy crisis.

It is not beyond the realm of possi-
bility that we are going to have an
energy crisis within the next couple of
years. This expenditure that we make
today could be some of the best money
spent in this country as far as I can
see.

So I say to you today they have re-
ported out a bill, that is the authoriz-
ing committee, and appropriately so.
We will fight it out in their bill, but
certainly we should not make the
same mistake today we made in 1953
when we shut down two synthetic fuel
plants, with the expenditures they
made in those days which might have
helped us during that energy crisis.
We should make sure that we vote for
the previous question and vote for the
rule and to keep the prospects of being
less dependent on foreign oil and re-
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ducing the amount of money and the
deficit that we spend for foreign oil in
this country.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from
North Carolina [Mr. BROYHILL].

Mr. BROYHILL. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, there are a number of
Members on our side who would like
to have time and I may have to yield
to them.

Mr. Speaker, I do join with my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle who
are concerned that the Rules Commit-
tee did not give us the opportunity to
vote on an amendment that would
save the American people potentially
several billions of dollars.

Now the gentleman from Pennsylva-
nia who just spoke, who just left the
well, Mr. Speaker, is a good friend of
mine and certainly I share his concern
about imports. But this amendment
has nothing to do with that. We are
talking about a program that is spend-
ing billions of dollars needlessly by
subsidizing fuel for America.

We are talking about a corporation
that has been pouring billions down a
rathole.

Our budget deficit demands some
action. This is not the place to talk
about the import problem or try to
come up with solutions to the import
problem.

We sorely need to do that. The gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania knows I am
willing to join with him in coming up
with solutions to that problem. But I
do not see how we can continue to
permit the Synthetic Fuels Corpora-
tion, which as I see it is a monument
to corporate welfare and bureaucratic
waste, I do not see how we can permit
that corporation to continue un-
touched while we are here talking
about, which we did earlier this morn-
ing, about reducing farm supports, re-
ducing funding for Medicare and
transportation, just to name a few.

Unlike many of these programs that
I have mentioned where we are con-
tributing to the well-being of our con-
stituents, I do not feel that the Syn-
thetic Fuels Corporation is contribut-
ing to anything but the well-being of
its officers and employees.

The development of synthetic fuels
technology, Mr. Speaker, is taking
place but if real progress is being
made, it is happening in spite of the
Synthetic Fuels Corporation and not
because of it, in the private sector.

I just do not believe it makes sense
to spend massive amounts of taxpayer
dollars to develop these white ele-
phant/pink elephant type of plans in
order to demonstrate technologies
that are not even remotely eccnomi-
cal.

I am certain as the gentleman from
Pennsylvania mentioned in his re-
marks, the majority of our Members
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here feel as I do, Mr. Speaker, that
something has to be done about the
budget. Here is a chance to do it. Leg-
islation is pending that would deal
with this subject but we need to do
something on this appropriations bill
in order to reduce the funding for this
particular program.

I think there is a momentum build-
ing here to do something about this
and it is only a matter of time before
this corrective legislation that I am
talking about will come before the
House. But we cannot wait that long.
We have got to act now. The time is
now. Synthetic Fuels Corporation
could commit all of its funds available
to it and once that happens, there is
nothing we can do. When that bill
comes before us, we will say that we
will have already spent the money. We
can do something about it now, pre-
vent hundreds of billions of dollars
from being poured down the rathole.

O 1240

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to express my strong opposition
to the rule governing the debate on
the fiscal year 1986 Interior Depart-
ment appropriations bill.

My opposition to this rule is based
upon its overt protection of the Syn-
thetic Fuels Corporation and the out-
right ban on offering an amendment
to rescind $7.4 billion of its remaining
appropriations.

We have fought this battle before.
Last year the House only was allowed
to work its will on the Synthetic Fuels
Corporation when it defeated a similar
rule banning synfuels amendments.
We must do so again this year for sev-
eral important reasons.

First, the Synthetic Fuels Corpora-
tion is an expense we can no longer
afford. Designed to convert our vast
reserves of coal and oil shale into
liquid transportation fuels, we have
learned that this mandate cannot be
met. Synthetic fuels technologies are
immature and much farther from
commercial viability than had been
anticipated. We have realized that
synthetic fuels technologies are uneco-
nomical and require massive Federal
subsidies. In fact, the price of synfuels
has risen from $60 to $90 per barrel of
oil equivalent while the price of oil
continues to decline below $30 per
barrel.

Doesn't it seem ironic that we will
allow billions of dollars, as much as
$7.9 billion, to be spent on the com-
mercialization of uneconomic and im-
mature technologies when, at the
same time, we are desperately search-
ing for ways to reduce the deficit.

I maintain that the House must not
spend billions of dollars on an industry
that requires continued subsidization
to develop unproven technologies
which present environmental, public
health and worker safety risks. We
should not drain our limited resources
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away from productive energy invest-
ments. And we should not advocate
and finance initiatives which prolong
rather than curtail our energy depend-
ence on foreign oil.

Momentum for a change continues
to build and it is only a matter of time
before corrective legislation is ap-
proved by the House. In fact, the
House Energy and Commerce Commit-
tee has already acted by approving a
bill, which I cosponsored, abolishing
the Synthetic Fuels Corporation and
authorizing a demonstration program.

But we should not wait any longer to
stop the flow of red ink in the Federal
budget. We should use every opportu-
nity we have, whenever and wherever
possible.

Failure to act now will allow the
Synthetic Fuels Corporation to contin-
ue to commit most, if not all, of the
billions of dollars it has available.

It is incumbent upon this House that
we not let this happen. Our chance to
prevent this wasteful expenditure is to
vote down the rule.

I urge a “no” vote on House Resolu-
tion 227. A “no” vote will give us the
chance to work our will and provide
the opportunity to remedy the syn-
thetic fuels mistake without further
wasting taxpayers money.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield 6 minutes
to the distinguished majority leader,
the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
WRIGHT].

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of this rule. I hope we will
follow this orderly process. I recognize
that there are people with a certain
degree of zealotry who have been
trying now for several years to do
away with the Synthetic Fuels Pro-
gram that we launched in 1980 in an
effort to recoup our strength and
build energy independence in this
country so that never again would we
be vulnerable to the kind of blackmail
that we suffered in 1973 and again in
1979.

I know that memories are short and
there are people now consumed with
newer demands and newer alarms who
have forgotten how desperately this
country was smitten, and our economy
actually brought to its knees by the
Arab oil embargo of 1979.

That might have been prevented if
we had followed the counsels of vision-
ary people in 1952 and 1953. The
President then had appointed a Paley
Commission which recommended to us
that we needed to develop a synthetic
fuels capacity principally from coal if
we were to stave off a disastrous de-
pendence upon foreign oil.

Well, we didn't listen. I have before
me here a copy of the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp of April 27, 1953, and it is to
help us avoid the very mistake that
our colleagues of that earlier date
made that I want to read to you what
they did.

20195

“In the table above,” I am reading
from the REcorp, ‘“the only apprecia-
ble change from the amounts allowed
in the current fiscal year is for the
Synthetic Liguid Fuels Program. It
was reported to the committee that
the Secretary proposed to put the syn-
thetic liguid fuel demonstration plans
at Louisiana, Missouri in standby."”

Well, now, was that because it was
not doing its work? No; quite the con-
trary. It was reported to the commit-
tee that “refinements accomplished to
date in these processes have brought
the cost of producing gasoline down to
within a few cents of being commer-
cially competitive.”

“The Bureau of Mines has been op-
erating another synthetic fuels dem-
onstration plant at Rifle, CO, from
which gasoline has been made from oil
shale.” Now, this process was reported
to be even closer costwise to being
commercially competitive.

Now the committee has therefore
concluded, what; that we have got a
good thing going? And that we ought
to move it on until it is commercially
competitive, until it is a reality? No.
The committee has concluded, there-
fore, that it is time to close the Rifle
plant also, the Bureau appears to have
done an excellent job in leading the
way in these important developments.

They were content with scientific
theory, but my colleagues, we cannot
be content only with the scientific
theory which we know will prove
itself. The Germans proved that they
could run the Luftwafe and the Wehr-
macht for many, many months after
the realities of World War II would
have caused them to crumble because
they had the capacity to build a syn-
thetic fuels plant and to convert that
soft brown coal from the Ruhr Valley
into high-grade aviation gasoline.

Now what they did, for goodness
sake, we can do; but we cannot do it
unless we have enough lead time. So in
1980, we resolved that this Congress
was going to mandate that the Gov-
ernment of the United States make us
energy independent by 1990; that it
produce actual, ongoing production of
a commercial-scale plant, of many
commercial-scale plants, so that we
would have a total of 2 million barrels,
not less, by 1990, of commercial pro-
duction.

Why is that important to us? Wholly
aside from our military dependency is
our economic dependency. The second
biggest problem facing us right after
the budget deficits is the trade deficit,
robbing us of some $150 billion from
our economy, and maybe 4 or 5 million
American jobs this year; and the big-
gest single contributor to that trade
deficit is our dependence on foreign
petroleum products.

It has not grown better; it has grown
worse in these intervening 6 years
since 1979. Then we were importing
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only crude oil. Today, after having
closed down abeout 150 domestic petro-
leum refining plants, we are importing
not only crude oil, but refined petrole-
um products as well.

Is it our destiny? Are we willing to
accept a second rate status among the
nations? Are we willing to say that oil
and energy, those things that are the
lifeblood of our economy, are some-
thing that we are willing to be depend-
ent upon foreign sources for?

Let me just say this: Obviously what
we have done is imperfect; obviously
many people appointed to this com-
mission have not really believec¢ in its
mission and have not performed in an
exemplary way, but this program is
vital to our national security in the
future.

If the Defense Department had in it
some people who were not operating
in a way that you would like for them
to operate, what would you do? Would
you abolish the Defense Department?
I do not think so. I think we would get
rid of the people who had not been
well-performing and replace them
with people who believed in the mis-
sion that we had given to the Defense
Department; and that is what I sug-
gest we do today.

The great Committee on Science and
Technology does not want this action
teken today; they want this rule

adopted in order that that great com-
mittee may have the oportunity to
look at provisions that would aim at
curtailing activities on the part of this
board rather than just simply doing

away with it.

I urge you, in the interesis of the
future security of the United States,
maybe not tomorrow, maybe not next
year, to vote wisely for the rule and let
any recommendations to do away with
this program follow the regular legis-
lative process and not be rushed
through here in a moment of passion
today, only that we may regret it or
our predecessors Or Our Successors
regret it in future years as we regret
this unwise action of our predecessors
of 1953.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. REGULA]L.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the rule. There are three
major reasons that will be offered
today for not supporting this rule, and
I would like to address each of those.

First is the matter of cost. I would
point out to my colleagues that if you
use apples and apples in evaluating
this bill, you would discover that we
are about $300 million under fiscal
1985. Obviously you can get different
kinds of numbers. However, I would
make it very clear that because we
have forward funded SPRO in 1984,
that to get a valid comparison you
have to include that money in fiscal
year 1985. Given that fact, we are in

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

effect freezing ai 1985 levels minus
$315 in this bill.

The administration, of course, has
sent out some letters on this, and they
would point out that we are over the
administration’s request in terms of
the amount of money that is in the
bill.

We took into account, in this bill,
the pay raise, and factored that in, be-
cause the administration just a few
days ago indicated that they are going
to support the pay raise and have
withdrawn the request for the 5-per-
cent reduction.
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Factoring that into their numbers,
this bill would then be $900 million
over the administration’s request.

But let me point out a few things:
The administration did not request
any money for land acquisition. I
think it is unreal, given the fact that
one-third of America is owned by the
Federal Government to not do any ac-
quisition. There are adjacent lands
that ought to be acquired for parks,
for the Bureau of Land Management,
and for national forests including in
holdings, and similar lands, that need
to be acquired in fiscal year 1986.
Therefore, we put in approximately
$144 million to do that.

The administration cut drastically
the maintenance amount. Even
though we have committed $1 billion
in the last few years to improving the
quality of the park experience and the
forest experience for the people of
this Nation, they now want to stop
going forward with safety improve-
ments, with health improvements with
highways, with the things that are im-
portant. This is in spite of the fact
that visitations to the national parks
are substantially higher.

The administration cuts back on
Indian health. Like it or not, we have
a responsibility to the Indian popula-
tion of this country to maintain basic
health standards. Therefore, we ad-
dress that; also we address the matter
of soil and water problems in the na-
tional lands.

Let me say to all of you agsin that
we are talking about one-third of
America, 730 million acres are affected
by this bill, and therefore it is impor-
tant that we address these concerns
adequately.

I think the impact of this is illustrat-
ed by the fact that we have requests in
our subcommittee from 249 Members
of the House of Representatives. More
than half of the Members submitted
requests to us, saying in effect, “This
is important in terms of a Federal
piece of land in my district that you do
this.” We tried to respond to those re-
quests.

For all of these reasons, we were
over the minimum budget submitted
by the administration. I think we did a
remarkable job in only going over $900
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million, considering the 249 requests
from Members of this House, in addi-
tion to the needs that I have just out-
lined.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. REGULA. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
REeGuLA] has expired.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 additional minute to the gentleman
from Ohio. [Mr. REcuLAl.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman spoke of the numbers of Mem-
bers of the House who abpeared
before our committee and requested
certain actions be taken, which we did,
in most instances. About 60 Members,
if my memory serves me correctly,
came in and asked the committee to
take steps to inaugurate a clean coal
technology program. And based upon
those requests and upon the country’s
needs we provided for a transfer oi
$750 million from the Energy Security
Reserve to the Depariment of Energy
to carry out that program.

Mr. REGULA. I thank the gentle-
man.

I would add two things. In there we
included a requirement that the cost
sharing be a minimum of 50 percent
from anyone participating, in clean
coal programs. Therefore, they have
to put their own money up front to get
support for the projects. We limit ex-
penditures to $100 million next year.

One last comment, because others
will address the Synfuels issues, and
that is that this bill is a net revenue
producer. We appropriate today, if we
pass this bill and this rule, $8.2 billion.
The U.S. Treasury will receive from
the sale of oil and gas rights, mineral
rights, forest products, and other mis-
cellaneous items a total of $12.5 bil-
lion. This will net the Treasury $4.3
billion.

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr.
Speaker, the time is long overdue for
Congress to concede its error and cut
its losses by rescinding funds for the
continuation of the Synfuels Corpora-
tion. At its best Synfuels is a boondog-
gle, and at worst a careless waste of
public revenue the supply of which is
increasingly stretched thin.

The SFC was ill conceived in the
panic of the 1979 fuels crisis. It prom-
ised an eventual solution to our Na-
tion'’s dependency on foreign energy
while guaranteeing a flow of oil and
gas from previously untapped re-
sources. In fact, the only flow consist-
ed of billions of tax dollars coursing
their way into a bottomless well of
waste and mismanagement. The fuels
obtained thus far haven't amounted to
a trickle.

The highly touted centerpiece of the
SFC, the Great Plains Coal Gasifica-
tion Project, has become a public em-
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barrassment—and a case in point for
the dismantling of his misbegotten
agency. After significant start up prob-
lems, fortunately the plant is able to
produce synthetic gas. More precisely
though, for every $3 of gas produced
at Great Plains, the Government
spends $10. That's some return on in-
vestment. So far, the project's cost to
the taxpayer includes $1.5 billion
drawn from $2 billion in Federal loan
guarantees. Additionally, the project’s
coniractors are negotiating $720 mil-
lion in price guarnatees to insure pay-
ment of money already owed the
Treasury.

Synfuels’ other projects, though
somewhat limited in number, can
boast of similar accomplishments. The
taxpayer has taken a very expensive
bath in the corporation’s best inten-
tions. Meanwhile, the SFC retains one
of the most highly paid bureaucracies
in the history of government spending.
Almost $53 million in salaries and ad-
ministrative costs have been rung up
in the last 5 years. Tnat’s for a staff
which has never exceded 200.

The urgent need for synthetic fuels
has been considerably relaxed by the
turn of energy events since 1980. Oil
and gas price estimates which justified
the SFC at that time have not been
born out. The major players in the pri-
vate energy indusiry have withdrawn
from their expanded R&D efforts to
synthesize fuel continuing their ef-
forts in correspondence with current
needs and the dictates of the reduced
marketplace. These corporations have
taken the necessary steps to retrench
following the popping of the energy
crisis bubble.

The lack of necessity in light of the
SFC’'s stated goals leave this agency
with a lot of money and no where to
spend it. This fact, combined with the
agency’s lackluster history of manage-
ment, should convince its remaining
congressional supporters to vote for a
reallocation of Synfuels funds while
putting a quiet end to a body has so
little to be proud of.

I urge my colleagues to vote “no’” on
the Interior appropriation rule to
hasten the redirecting of our energies
and funds away from a public agency
because it has become a public embar-
rassment. Let’s admit the well inten-
tioned mistake of creating the Syn-
fuels Corporation in the haste of po-
tential crisis in favor of recovering
these resources for use in counteract-
ing the clearly recognized crisis of the
Federal budget.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Indi-
ana [Mr. Coartsl.

Mr. COATS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to urge my colleagues to defeat
the rule providing for consideration of
H.R. 3011, the Interior and related
agencies fiscal year 1986 appropria-
tions. I oppose the rule because it does
not allow for an amendment to rescind
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$6 billion from the Synthetic Fuels
Corporaticn.

The Energy and Commerce Commit-
tee recently voted overwhelmingly to
abolish the agency and establish in its
place a $500 million scaled-down Syn-
fuels Assistance Program at the De-
partment of Energy. Common sense
tells us that to proceed with anything
more would be an unwise and unneed-
ed expenditure of scarce taxpayers
funds.

The record of the Synthetic Fuels
Corporation speaks for itself. The Cor-
poration has compiled a record of inac-
tion, excessive salaries and pensions,
and has not brougiht about the effi-
cient or cost-effective commercializa-
tion of synfuels that sponsors original-
ly anticipated. To spend excessively
for synfuels in the name of “energy se-
curity” will only waste billions of dol-
lars when budget deficits are already
at an all-time high.

If the Congress does not act swiftly,
billions of dollars may be obligated by
the Synfuels Corporation without any
congressional review. When the Corpo-
ration was created, it was insulated
from congressionzal review by being au-
thorized through 1992 and received its
$15 billion appropriatiocn in one lump
sum. Time and circumstances have
dramatically altered the need for a
synfuels program of the size and with
the mission that Congress originally
authorized.

The full House of Representatives
should have the cpportunity to vote
on the rescission of Synfuels funds.

I urge a no voie on the rule.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield 3 minutes
to the distinguished gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. DINGELL].

Mr. DINGELL. I thank the distin-
guished gentleman from Texas for
yielding.

Mr. Speaker, if this rule is rejected,
my colleagues on the Rules Committee
can go back up to the Rules Commit-
tee and can craft a rule which will en-
able the rescission of funds for the
Synthetic Fuels Corporation; the
House will be able to debate the ac-
tions of the Synthetic Fuels Corpora-
tion; the actions will not bear the test
of scrutiny; we can proceed then to
adopt what is an otherwise excellent
bill; and we can then proceed to ad-
dress the question of what ought to be
done about the Synthetic Fuels Corpo-
ration. I urge—and this is the first
time in 30 years’ service in this hody—
I urge the rejection of the rule so that
those issues can be properly addressed
by this body.

If we defeat this rule, I trust that
the Rules Committee will understand
and be responsive to our reasoning,
and craft a new rule to enable the
House to have the opportunity to vote
on a synfuels rescission amendment.
Over all, the bill is an excellent one. I
commend the Rules Committee, and I
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understand why it has done what it
has, nevertheless, I think the rule
must be objected to by the body.

The Interior appropriations bill is
generally an excellent one, but the
rule forecloses opportunity to deal
with the basic issue.

Now, do not think that I am alone in
this view. I just want to read from my
old friend, Tom Corcoran. He says: It
is preposterous to develop billions in
synthetic fuel subsidies when we are
faced with a massive budget deficit,
cuts in social spending and high inter-
est rates.

He is the vice chairman of that insti-
tution. They waste money. They have
established a standard of living that
exceeds that of any Government cor-
poration. They have more people who
make more than $80,000 a year than
all of the rest of the government put
together. Their first official act, or
one of them, was to hire lawyers to
figure out how they could keep infor-
mation away from Congress.

In the entire life of that institution,
they have approved ihree projects, gi-
gantic white elephants, none of which
can pay out.

Now, if you are interested in fiscal
responsibility, understand we have
here an opportunity to save $6 billion.
Last year, in the hope that the Syn-
fuels Covporation and its officers
would reform and would move forward
and provide Federal assistance for
projects which would have merit, I
supported the continued existence of
the corporation. They have been tried;
they are now found wanting They
wasie. They construct enormous white
elephants at vast costs to the taxpay-
ers, instead of developing the technol-
ogy and putting in place the size
projects that will enable this country
to move toward independence.

The arguments about imports and
all of the other good gquestions are
matters of concern. Developing coal,
and liquid fuels therefrom, are ex-
tremely important. But the Synthetic
Fuel Corporation in all of its years has
not done anything about those prob-
lems.

So I say let us simply recognize they
have not done what they are supposed
to do. Let us abolish them, let us set
up an appropriate size program in the
Department of Energy, and let us
move forward then toward the steps
that will move this Nation toward a
measure of energy independence based
on good research, based upon responsi-
ble conduct in public office.

I would point out to my colleagues
that at issue here are billions of dol-
lars of taxpayers’ moneys that can be
saved. The savings will be small at
first, but, believe me, dear friends,
they will grow.

I yield to no man in affection for the
majority leader. But on this he has a
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blind side, and his views should be re-
jected.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
ConTE].

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to this rule providing for
the consideration of H.R. 3011, making
appropriations for the Department of
the Interior and related agencies for
fiscal year 1986. I do so because of the
failure of the rule to permit me to
offer an amendment to the Interior
appropriations bill that would rescind
funds previously appropriated for the
Synthetic Fuels Corporation. It is
clear that the time has come to stop
the corporate subsidies and give-aways
for the fat cats of the oil industry. But
the only way to do that is to defeat
this rule.

Back in 1980, when the Synthetic
Fuels Corporation was first funded,
synthetic fuels were the wave of the
future. But since then, oil scarcity has
turned to glut, and the price of im-
ported oil has dropped dramatically.
Just this week, we have been treated
to the welcome news of OPEC oil min-
isters squabbling among themselves in
an effort to stop the over-production
and price cutting that threatens to de-
stroy OPEC's stranglehold on the
world’s oil supply.

During our debate on this issue last
year, several Members pointed to the
instability in the Persian Gulf, the on-
going war between Iran and Iraq, and
attacks on oil tankers, as evidence of

the need to proceed full speed with
the development of our synthetic fuel

resources.
taught us?

It has taught us that despite contin-
ued and even increasing instability and
conflict in the Middle East, our oil
supply remains virtually unencum-
bered. Since last year, our dependence
upon Middle Eastern oil has continued
to decline, as ever-increasing portions
of our oil imports come from our
South American neighbors.

The past year has taught us that de-
spite the best intentions of those who
bailed out the Synthetic Fuels Corpo-
ration last year, the sweetheart deals,
enormous subsidies, and outrageous
life styles of Synfuels Corporation em-
ployees have continued.

As a result of continued filling of the
strategic petroleum reserve, we are
today in an even better position to
withstand an enforced reduction in oil
imports than we were a year ago.

We've been hearing a lot over the
past several months about the budget
deficit—well, here's the best opportu-
nity we'll see in a long time to make a
real cut. At a time when budget con-
ferees are talking about cuts in food
stamps and increasing the taxes on
our elderly Social Security recipients,
how can we even think about continu-
ing to pay Union Oil a million dollars

What has the past year
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a day in price supports for 6 years—
and that’s in addition to the $3.4 bil-
lion in tax breaks!

When the budget conferees are talk-
ing about cutting transportation funds
by 15 percent, how can we even think
about providing billions of dollars in
taxpayer subsidies to guarantee a
return of over 20 percent for one of
the most profitable companies in the
Fortune 500.

How can we explain to those con-
stituents back home who are breaking
their backs 40 hours a week, sweating
to pay taxes, that we didn't do any-
thing to reduce the deficit, to bring
down interest rates, to save billions of
dollars when we had the chance?

Mr. Speaker, the Synthetic Fuels
Corporation has had its chance. It
should have been killed a year ago.
The past year has given us just more
of the same—more money wasted on
staff perks and privileges, more money
wasted on subsidies for oil companies
to build plants that don’t now and per-
haps never will work, more money
wasted on technology that won't be ec-
onomical for at least 20 years, and
more empty promises that the Corpo-
ration will be brought under control.

The Synthetic Fuels Corporation
has proven beyond a shadow of a
doubt that it is incapable of bringing
itself under control. Now it is up to
Congress to put this monster out of its
misery.

I urge the defeat of this rule so that
my amendment can be offered.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Ari-
zona [Mr. Ruppl.

Mr. RUDD. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the rule for the consider-
ation of H.R. 3011, the Interior appro-
priations bill.

Some of my colleagues are opposing
this rule because it does not allow for
an amendment to rescind funding for
the Synthetic Fuels Corporation. Such
an amendment is not germane to the
bill and would constitute legislation on
an appropriations bill.

It’s true that we don't need synfuels
today. We have adequate supplies of
oil and relatively stable prices. But it
would be a grave mistake to send the
signal only 5 years after authorizing
the Synthetic Fuels Corporation that
we are no longer serious about pursu-
ing energy independence. We wouldn't
cancel the fire insurance on our homes
just because we haven't suffered from
fire damage over the last 5 years. A
fire could break out tomorrow. Just
because we're not facing an energy
emergency today, there is no reason to
believe we will be so secure in the
vears ahead. About one-third of U.S.
energy needs is now satisfied from im-
ports, about the same as in 1973. Syn-
fuels development provides our Nation
with ecrucial insurance protection
against increasing dependence on for-
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eign sources of energy, particularly
the volatile Middle East.

We are already falling behind other
countries in synfuels technology. West
Germany and Japan are leading the
way in direct coal liquefaction. South
Africa is leading in indirect coal lique-
faction. The synfuels plant in South
Africa has proved that we can have
synthetic fuels at the rate of about
$2.50 per gallon for gasoline. We
cannot continue to lag behind in syn-
fuels technology.

Twice during the 1970's, this Nation
found itself grossly unprepared to deal
with energy crises. The long gas lines,
the prospect of rationing, and the
memories of skyrocketing prices
appear to have faded, and we are for-
getting how vulnerable we can be to
manipulation of our energy supplies
from abroad. Such manipulation is a
serious threat to our national and eco-
nomiec security, and in recognition of
this threat, the Defense Department is
already working with the Synthetic
Fuels Corporation to address defense
needs.

Finally, let me point out that the
savings from abolishing the Synfuels
Corporation are grossly inflated. Syn-
fuels support comes mainly in the
form of price supports and loan guar-
antees. Under the best scenario, the
projects would not cost the Synfuels
Corporation any money. Indeed, in a
July 9, 1985, letter to the Energy and
Commerce Committee, the Congres-
sional Budget Office said that abolish-
ing the agency and authorizing $500
million for an R&D program in the
Energy Department would reduce esti-
mated budget outlays by only $332
million from fiscal year 1986-90. This
is nowhere near the $6 billion men-
tioned by SFC opponents.

I urge the adoption of the rule. Syn-
fuels development is vital to national
security and ought to be continued.
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Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. OxLEY].

Mr. OXLEY. I thank the gentleman
for yielding to me.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to call this
opportunity to vote perhaps a “Give
us a chance to vote,” and that is to
give those of us who have some strong
feelings about synfuels an opportunity
to debate and vote on this very impor-
tant subject. It seems to me that we
have an opportunity here to not only
save the taxpayers a great deal of
money, but also to make public policy
in the sunshine; something that we
talked about earlier this morning. So
the opportunity is there for all of us
to vote down the rule and give these
folks on both sides of the aisle an op-
portunity to debate this very impor-
tant issue.
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The distinguished majority leader
has said, I think I quote: “This pro-
gram is vital to our national security.”
If this program, as it is currently exist-
ing, is vital to our national security,
then we are in a lot more trouble than
we think, because this program has al-
ready authorized $2.6 billion in spend-
ing authority. It has spent $70 million;
it has employed 200 bureaucrats, and
what have we got to show for it? Abso-
lutely nothing.

I ask that this vote be resounding
against the rule.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. PER-
KINS].

Mr. PERKINS. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I rise to urge an affirm-
ative vote on ordering the previous
question and also on approval of this
rule. It is absolutely vital to the na-
tional security and economic health of
our Nation that the synthetic fuels
program continue.

A little over 32 years ago, on April 27
and 28, 1953, this House debated on
whether or not to add $2 million to
the Department of Interior appropria-
tion bill to continue in operation three
synthetic fuel plants operated by the
Bureau of Mines. In 1953, the Commit-
tee on Appropriations proposed that
these plants be shut down. These
plants were producing gasoline from
coal and oil shale within a few cents a
gallon as what it cost to refine gaso-
line from crude oil. This was admitted
in the report accompanying the Interi-
or Department’s appropriation bill. A
coal liquification plant was operating
at Louisiana, MO; a coal gasification
plant was working at Gorgas, AL; and
an oil shale plant was operating at
Rifle, CO.

It was said in 1953 that private in-
dustry would develop a synthetic fuels
industry. Well, we all know what hap-
pened. The amendment to add the $2
million was defeated, the plants were
shut down, and nothing happened.
The only thing that did happen was
that the technology made its way to
South Africa which put their Sasol I
synthetic fuel plant in operation about
1956.

The United States is importing a sig-
nificant portion of its energy needs.
Let's not forgot what occurred during
the shortages of the 1970’s. This could
start tomorrow. All it would take
would be for some terrorist to sink a
super tanker in the Straits of Hormuz.
Then we would have some real gaso-
line lines.

One of the basic rationales for the
600-ship Navy is to protect the sea
lanes to the Middle Eastern oil fields.
The basic rationale for the Rapid De-
ployment Force is also to protect the
Middle Eastern oil fields. It is planned
to pre-position ships at Diego Garcia
so that troops can go ashore in the
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Middle East to protect the Arab oil.
This Congress has been willing to
spend billions of dollars to protect the
oil owned by Middle Eastern poten-
tates.

The purchase of imported oil is also
a significant cause of our international
trade deficit which is devastating the
U.S. economy. There are three good
reasons to vote yes on the rule. One,
for the national security of our
Nation; two, to lower the Defense
budget by creating a synthetic fuel in-
dustry and thereby stopping the need
to use American boys to protect the oil
of Middle Eastern potentates; and,
three, to reduce the Nation’s trade
deficit.

Mr. Speaker, in my opinion, any one
of these reasons is sufficient in and of
itself to vote yes on ordering the previ-
ous guestion and yes on this rule.

Mr. Speaker, we cannot today make
the same mistake that was made over
32 years ago. It is not often that we
will have the opportunity to avoid re-
peating the mistakes of the past.
There is one such opportunity today.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Flori-
da [Mr. FuQual.

Mr. FUQUA. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
rule, and I would like to briefly ex-
plain why. This vehicle before us is an
appropriations bill. It is not a legisla-
tive bill; it does not come from a legis-
lative committee.

The Committee on Energy and Com-
merce has reported a bill that seeks to
make certain changes in the Synthetic
Fuels Corporation. That bill is now
pending before the Banking and
Urban Affairs Committee. The Com-
mittee on Science and Technology,
which I have the honor to chair, has
requested sequential referral. We have
jurisdiction; we have a great interest
in the matter of synthetic fuels.

The Committee on Science and
Technology in 1975 brought the first
bill to this floor relating to synthetic
fuels, so our interest goes a long way
back in this particular area. We intend
to hold hearings on this legislation.
We hope that we can perfect and cor-
rect any inequities or errors that have
been involved in the Synthetic Fuels
Corporation as we know today. But let
us not just abolish the agency because
we are mad because somebody did
something they did not like.

We have had a problem in procure-
ment with the Department of Defense
but we did not abolish the Depart-
ment. We tried to correct the problem.
That is what we are trying to do here.
I urge my fellow colleagues to give us
a chance to orderly work through the
legislative process and let the legisla-
tive committees that have an interest
in this and have had a long and con-
tinuing interest in this area give us an
opportunity to work through the legis-
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lative process and bring a bill to this
floor.

It has been reported out of a com-
mittee, so it will get to the floor, and
then the House will have its opportu-
nity to work it in the proper forum,
not as an attachment to an appropria-
tions bill.

If you believe in the legislative proc-
ess, I hope you will vote for the rule.
We will have a bill of some sort on the
floor that will be open to amendment.
Everybody will have a chance to make
their wishes known.

Mr. WIRTH. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FUQUA. I yield to my friend
from Colorado.

Mr. WIRTH. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I want to associate
myself with the gentleman’s remarks
and the process that ought to be fol-
lowed, which he has described very
well. As a member of both the Com-
merce Committee and the Science
Committee, I have been an advocate of
developing an energy independence
program which the gentleman has
been so much of a leader in, and I
would hope that we would follow the
regular process in this.

Mr. FUQUA. I appreciate the gentle-
man’s support and I would like to fur-
ther state that we have worked with
all of the committees when this Corpo-
ration was created. We have had an in-
terest for a long, long time in synthet-
ic fuels and energy development. Al-
ternative sources of energy. While we
may have a glut of energy today, that
does not mean that that is going to
exist 5 or 10 years from now.

I urge that we let the legislative
process work. Vote “aye” on the rule
so that we can get on with the busi-
ness of trying to work through the
normal procedures of the House, and
not attach something to an appropria-
tions bill that has no business being on
there. We worked very closely with
the distinguished gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. Yates] in funding programs,
and the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
RecuLal in funding programs, particu-
larly in the fossil fuel area. Our inter-
est goes a long way.

I do urge a vote for the rule so we
can consider this bill.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Iowa
[Mr. TAUKE].

Mr. TAUKE. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, it is important for us to
act on this critical issue of synfuels
today because the train is about to
leave the station on a number of
major expenditures. One is on the
Great Plains project. Let me just brief-
ly discuss the Great Plains project.

The Federal Government put in $1.5
billion. One point five billion. The pri-
vate sector put in $559 million. They
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received in tax breaks over $30 million
more than they put into the project—
so far, they have a $30 million profit
in tax breaks. They have put in not
one nickel of equity.

They are producing fuel that costs
$92 a barrel and so what are they
doing? Coming back for a $720 million
subsidy, that if we do not act on today
will be granted. A $720 million subsidy
to sell this fuel which they have pro-
duced.

It seems to me that we should be ap-
palled at the noticn that now the Syn-
fuels Corporation is considering for-
giving a good portion of the $1.5 bil-
lion loan we have already put in, and
we have said that the private sector
can get out by August 1986, meaning
the Federal Government would be
stuck with over $2 billion in losses.

This is a boondoggle from the word
go, and to stop projects like this, we
need to act today. Vote “no” on the
rule.
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Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER].

Mr. CLINGER. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Speaker, the issue is joined here
clearly. Those who are supporting this
rule believe that the Synthetic Fuels
Corporation has a vital role to play in
securing America’s energy independ-
ence, and it also has a vital role to play
in the national security of this coun-
try.

Those who oppose this rule are
trying to kill the Synthetic Fuels Cor-
poration without giving the House of
Representatives an adequate opportu-
nity to really explore the ramifications
of that action. The gentleman from
Michigan has indicated that we should
kill the Synthetic Fuels Corporation
today because his committee has fully
explored the issues and has arrived at
its conclusion. But the fact is that, as
the gentleman from Florida indicated,
a number of other committees have a
very vital interest in this program and
have not had an opportunity to work
their will and explore what the fallout
would be.

Mr. Speaker, I serve as the ranking
minority member on the Committee
on Governmeni Operations Subcom-
mittee which has oversight jurisdic-
tion over SFC, and we have studied
the Corporation extensively. We have
studied the outlook for world petrole-
um markets as well. If anyone doubts
the necessity for a viable, commercial-
scale synfuels program, they need only
look at the increases in U.S. domestic
consumption of petroleum products in
1984. They were up 5 percent. We are
no longer in the days when we had de-
creasing consumption.

In addition, U.S. oil imports were up
in 1984 by 8 percent. We talk about
the deficit. Are we not concerned
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about the enormous trade deficit we
are running to which oil imports are
contributing $60 billion? We cannot
afford the luxury of waiting until an-
other crisis occurs.

A number of well-respected oil
economists told us that by 1990 we can
expect over one-half of our oil imports
to once again come from OPEC na-
tions, and most of that is produced in
the Middle East, and I need not
remind my colleagues of the unstable
conditions that exist in that area of
the world.

We can be proactive rather than re-
active by supporting the Synthetic
Fuels Corporation.

The major arguments we hear
against the SFC is that it has been
wasteful and abolishing it will cut the
deficit by $6 billion. While there is no
doubt that the program has had seri-
ous flaws in the past, there are now
visible improvements at SFC for two
major reasons. No. 1, last year Con-
gress addressed this problem by cut-
ting SFC’s authorization by 45 percent
and providing that 50 percent of the
savings resulting from scaling down its
projects would be returned to the
Treasury. That was a responsible
action. It was instigated by the same
group that is opposing the rule today.
But that action was barely 1 year ago.
Seeking to aboiish the Corporation
without the opportunity for Congress’
intent to be carried out would not be
responsible. We have already taken
action to put the SFC on the right
path, this is not the time to pull the
rug out from a program vital to our
energy security.

The second factor not addressed by
opponents of SFC is the dramatically
new approach to project approval and
technology selection which the SFC
has developed in their new compre-
hensive strategy. This approach has
just been completed and recognizes
the wisdom of Congress in cutting the
funds last year. The strategy calls for
smaller projects, costing less to the
taxpayer and putting in place the di-
versity of technology necessary to
have a viable commercial alternative
to petroleum. It is a lean and mean ap-
proach which we must give time to
work.

The biggest argument against SFC is
that by cutting it out completely we
will save $6 billion which will have a
direct effect on the budget deficit.
This is simply not correct. The assist-
ance given by SFC is in price supports
and loan guarantees and is not an im-
mediate outlay. The assistance would
go to projects in most cases over a
period of 10 years. Do not be deceived
by the claims of immediate budgetary
effects. In fact, a CBO study done for
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
DingeLL], showed that total budgetary
impact of the amendment he seeks to
offer would be $332 million—and that
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would be over a 5-year period, through
fiscal year 1990.

On the other hand, if SFC were
abelished, the Department cf Energy
would have to come to this body im-
mediately seeking $1.5 billion to
payoff the loan to the Great Plains
project which DOE guaranteed. I
stress that this would be an immediate
dollar outlay of $1.5 biilion. I believe
the dollar tradeoff is clear, as is the
necessity of acting for the energy secu-
rity of our Nation. I really would like
to see this House act responsibly,
taking into account the future policy
implications of our actions. The whole
story shows us that SFC has built a re-
sponsible program, has a new Board to
implement it, and is now poised to get
us out from behind the threats of for-
eign imports. A smaller Energy De-
partment R&D program is not the
answer. We have gone that route un-
successfully before.

The time tc act is now and the vote
to make is in favor of the rule.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
peses of debate only, I yield 2 minutes
to the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
SHARP].

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SHARP. I would be happy to
yield briefly to the gentleman from
Louisiana.

Mr. TAUZIN. I thank my chairman
for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, we need badly to
oppose this rule and to get at the Syn-
fuels Program. The logic of the Syn-
fuels Program today is to commercial-
ly put in place piojects that will devel-
op synfuels for the future. The logic is
so bad because the technologies are
changing so fast. We may, in fact,
invest billions of dollars, if we do not
do something now, in technologies
that will be as obsolete tomorrow as
some of the personal computers of 5
years ago are today.

That is the kind of bad logic syn-
fuels is engaged in. If we do not vote
“no” on the rule, we cannot get into
this debate and we cannot save this $6
billion.

Mr. SHARP. The gentleman is abso-
lutely correct. Let me say procedurally
the time is now, substantively the time
is now.

Procedurally, we have to understand
that it is very difficult for the Con-
gress to get at the synthetic fuels pro-
gram. Unlike the defense budget,
unlike the budget on the domestic
side, this was set up to be so insulated
that we do not have any kind of
annual or 2-year or 4-year review of
this program.

We must seize the opportunity now.
The only other time Congress got at
this program was last year when it did
the identical thing we are asking you
to do today. Last year the House re-
jected the Interior appropriations rule
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after which another rule came to the
floor and we got to debate synfuels
and make decisions about it.

Substantively the time is now, ladies
and gentlemen, because the Corpora-
tion is in a position to commit us to $6
billion of future deficit spending; we
can prevent that now.

Let me suggest to you, as one who
supported this program, who sought
to give the Reagan administration the
opportunity over the last 4 years to
make it work, that I cannot buy any
longer the arguments that this is the
direction in which to go; we can find
few energy experts in this country
who believe this is a wise place to put
the limited number of Federal dollars
that we have to spend on energy
today.

The deficit cries out for us to cut the
budget. It requires us to set firmer pri-
orities, and this is the time to do it on
synthetic fuels. If we are interested in
coal, as I am interested in coal devel-
opment, there are much better ways to
go about it. This is the most wasteful
approach we can take.

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to
vote against the rule.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Colo-
rado [Mr. STRANG].

Mr. STRANG. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
rule because this has come down to a
debate over synthetic fuels. Aside
from being an improper forum to
decide major issues in Congress, I
raised some objections because, refer-
ring to the majcrity leader's comments
back in 1953, are my colleagues aware
what this Congress did with the coal
gasification process that we had devel-
oped?

We gave it to South Africa, and it
works. They are energy independent.
We gave it to South Africa. This is the
kind of action that this flagrant abuse
of numbers and exaggeration is driv-
ing us to today.

We lost our nuclear initiative. We
have lost it. We have lost it because we
will not permit it to go forward. We
are legislating by rescission. That is a
mistake.

Talk about cost sharing, Mr. Speak-
er. Somebody mentioned cost sharing.
Are my colleagues aware that on reli-
ance that this Congress meant what it
said, Union QOil has spent $683 million
of their own money on their own
project in Garfield County, CO?—$683
million. No taxapayer dollars. There
are no synfuels dollars in western Col-
orado and there will not be for several
years because they have to buy prod-
uct.

What are the people in Florida and
California going to do when they move
down there for their declining years?
They are already energy independent.
What are they going to do in 1995
when we have a real, major energy
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wreck on our hands? They are going to
ask us what we did. They are going to
ask us what we did, and I do not know
what we are going to tell them. What
are we going to tell them? That we
just wanted to save a few bucks now
and we could not deal with the strate-
gic and Ilong-term importance of
energy for this country? Six hundred
billion barrels of available oil in the
Green River formation alone in Utah
and Colorado and we turned our back
on it.

What are we going to do in 1995?
What are we going to tell the people
in Michigan, in Ohio, about the jobs
that we create for them for a vehicle
that cannot have any gasoline to
drive? Have we forgotten the gas lines?

Do not defeat this rule. Mr. Speaker,
we are about to go down the same road
that our distinguished colleagues, Mr.
Perkins of Kentucky and Mr. Aspinall
of Colorado warned us against in 1953.
Where did our development technolo-
gy g0? We gave it to South Africa. Let
us not do that again.

Mr. FROST. May I inquire of the
Chair how much time is remaining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Frosrt]
has 4 minutes remaining and the gen-
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. QUILLEN]
has 4 minutes remaining.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield 1 minute
to the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
Yares] the chairman of the subcom-
mittee.

Mr. YATES. I thank the gentleman
for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I urge support of this
rule. This is a good bill which the Inte-
rior Subcommittee of the Committee
on Appropriations has broughi to the
House. It is a responsible bill.

Members have received a letter from
our good friend, the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. FrReNzEL], in which he
says that this bill is over the 1985 bill.
That is not true. A true comparison
between the amount of the bill that
we have brought to the floor and the
amount in the 1985 bill shows that we
are at least $55 million below that bill.
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We are now $254 million below our
allocation under 302(b) in accordance
with the budget that was established
under the budget resolution approved
by the House. We are in our bill not
taking advantage of the so-called 5-
percent pay reduction. We have
money for the pay of Federal employ-
ees in the bill. We are not looking to
pay them in a supplemental bill, as
has been claimed by other committees.

This is a good bill. I am sorry that
we got into the debate on the Synthet-
ic Fuels Corporation. I think that is a
subject for the bill that has already
been reported by the Energy and Com-
merce Committee. That bill has been
reported, and that bill should be given
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the opportunity of being debated on
the floor in a legislative procedure
rather than in an appropriation proce-
dure.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Utah
[Mr. N1ELSON].

Mr. NIELSON of Utah. Mr. Speaker,
I rise in support of the rule at the risk
of offending my ranking minority
member, the chairman of my commit-
tee, and most of my colleagues on the
Energy and Commerce Committee. I
strongly support the rule.

I feel the vehicle that was adopted
in the Energy and Commerce Commit-
tee is the one that should be used in
the legislative process. It should come
to the floor and be debated on the
floor with appropriate amendments. I
do not believe it should be in the ap-
propriation bill.

I would like to point out that there
are some successes in the Synthetic
Fuels Corporation. One small one that
I had mentioned is the Geokinetics
Corporation which has been energy-ef-
ficient. It is already producing oil in
an environmentally sound way. There
are many others also, and some are in
the process of developing tar sands. I
believe we should put our eggs in more
than one basket. I support the rule,
and I would like to deal with the Syn-
thetic Fuels Corporation directiy.

Let me make one further rejoinder.
We did take $5 billion out of this Cor-
poration last year. We have not had
time to see what effect that has had.
They have a new Board. Let us give
them a chance to operate and deal
with it in a legislative fashion later.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I urge adoption of the
rule.

We have heard debate on the Syn-
thetic Fuels Corporation and how im-
portant it is to develop alternate
sources of energy. Also, action on the
Interior appropriation itself is neces-
sary. I think we must get down to the
business of passing this appropriation
bill.

In further regard to the Synthetic
Fuels Corporation, there are those
who say that it is not operating effi-
ciently. If you have a sore on your
hand, you do not cut off the hand to
cure the sore; you treat the sore. That
is what we should do with this Corpo-
ration. We should bring it in line and
let it do what it was intended to do.

Mr. Speaker, 1 urge adoption of the
rule, and I reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield 1 minute
to the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
WoLrE].

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Speaker, there is
one overriding issue in the vote we are
about to take, and that is whether we
are going to allow the slogan of
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“energy security” to continue to pro-
tect the most wasteful, the most mis-
managed agency in the Federal Gov-
ernment, one that is squandering liter-
ally billions upon billions of taxpayer
dollars, or whether we are really going
to do something genuine about our
energy security requirements.

Wasting billions of dollars on energy
products that cost up to $90 a barrel
of oil equivalent is diverting resources
away from those kinds of energy in-
vestments that will really reduce our
vulnerability to import oil. Let us un-
derstand very clearly that a vote for
energy security is a no vote on this
rule so that Members of this body can
begin to hold the Synthetic Fuels Cor-
poration accountable once and for all
and so we can put an end to the waste
of billions of taxpayer dollars.

Mr. Speaker, let us give Members of
this body an opportunity to save 6 bil-
lions of taxpayer dollars and make a
real contribution to energy security.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I would
inquire, has the gentleman from Ten-
nessee [Mr. QuUILLEN] used all of his
time?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. QUIL-
LEN] has 2 minutes remaining.

Mr. QUILLEN, Mr. Speaker, at the
appropriate time I will yield 1 minute
to the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. Boranp], and to account for the
balance of my time, I now yield myself
1 minute.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of
the rule. Let us not be penny-wise and
pound-foolish. Let us go forward and
do what we have to do for this Nation
to develop alternate sources of energy.
Let us pass this rule overwhelmingly
and let the appropriate authorizing
committees of the House handle this
synthetic fuels matter when they
bring their bill to the floor.

Mr. Speaker, I now yield 1 minute to
the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. Boranp], and after that I will
yvield back the balance of my time.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, I am
grateful to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee [Mr. QuILLEN] for yielding a
portion of his time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I strongly support the
rule on H.R. 3011, the appropriations
bill for the Department of the Interior
and related agencies.

I understand the reason for the
fight on this rule. A number of Mem-
bers of this House believe that it's
time to pull the plug on the Synthetic
Fuels Corporation, and they want the
Interior appropriations bill to be the
executioner. I oppose this effort on
both procedural and substantive
grounds.

Mr. Speaker we had this same argu-
ment on synthetic fuels last year, As a
result of that debate, we approved a
sizable rescission in the funds previ-
ously appropriated to the Synthetic
Fuels Corporation, we put the manag-
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ers of that enterprise on notice that
we expected them to institute some
administrative reforms. Changes have
been made as a result of what took
place on this floor last August, but
some would not give the Corporation a
chance to see the fruits of those
changes.

This year, the Energy and Com-
merce Committee has approved a bill
which would effectively abolish the
Synthetic Fuels Corporation. The
Banking Committee has concurrent
referral of that bill, and the Science
and Technology Committee has re-
quested sequential referral of it. The
amendment which would be offered to
the Interior appropriations bill if this
rule is defeated is the bill reported by
the Energy and Commerce Committee.
I want to make it clear that I am going
to vote against that bill in whatever
form it comes to the floor. I think it is
a shortsighted measure for which, if
approved, we will pay dearly in the
future. But I can't help but believe
that this institution would be better
served if all of the committees with ju-
risdiction over the various aspects of
the Synthetic Fuels Corporation bill
had a chance to consider it. There is
no good reason, in my judgment, for
short-circuiting that process in this
case.

Mr. Speaker, where are our memo-
ries? The arguments we have heard on
this floor against the Synthetic Fuels
Corporation would have us disregard
both history and common sense. I re-
member the atmosphere in this Cham-
ber 5 years ago when the Synthetic
Fuels Corporation was created. The
Members who voted to launch our Na-
tion’s synthetic fuels effort, and I was
one of them, understood two things.
We knew that synthetic fuels were
going to be expensive, and we knew
that neither the strategic petroleum
reserve nor energy conservation were
going to provide effective long-term al-
ternatives to imported petroleum. In
the intervening 5 years, crude oil
prices have fallen and our recollec-
tions of gas lines, factory closings, and
early school dismissals have faded.
You would think our energy problems
had disappeared.

Some things have not changed since
1980. We all receive mountains of sta-
tistics on energy supplies and energy
use. None of those statistics have ever
led me to conclude that petroleum is
other than a finite resource. No esti-
mates which I have seen have shown
that domestic oil and gas reserves,
either onshore or offshore, are in-
creasing. In fact, at least since the
1952 report by the Paley Commission
we have been warned that the United
States will run out of oil and gas. We
are not sitting on oceans of oil in this
country and we are never going to be.
And what's more, Mr. Speaker, our
consumption of imported petroleum,
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after several years of decline, is again
moving toward the levels of the 1970's.

In my judgment, synthetic fuels rep-
resent our only path to energy inde-
pendence. We knew, or at least I
thought we knew, when we created
the Synthetic Fuels Corporation that
the road to commercial development
was uncertain and likely to be expen-
sive. We also knew, however, that
when they were needed, synthetic
fuels would look like a bargain at any
cost. When synthetic fuels are needed,
they are going to be needed in quanti-
ties approaching the 2 million barrels
per day of production capacity which
the Synthetic Fuels Corporation was
charged with establishing. We simply
will not have the time to build the
plants necessary to produce synthetic
fuels in those quantities, if we wait
until a time of crisis to get started.
You can do all of the research you
want, and do small demonstration
projects until there is not enough
warehouse space at the Department of
Energy to store them all, but if the
necessary synthetic fuels plants are
not in operation when the next crunch
comes, all of the fancy blueprints, and
academic treaties we will have pur-
chased with the kind of program envi-
sioned in the energy and commerce
bill will be of little comfort.

It remains incumbent on this Con-
gress to encourage the development of
those alternative fuels on which our
Nation’'s future will depend. Synthetic
fuels are those alternatives and we
dare not allow a complacence brought
on by a temporary oil glut, to make us
lose sight of the need to have them
available when they are needed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will state that the time of the
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. QUIL-
LEN] has expired, and the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. FrosTt] has 2 minutes
remaining.

Mr. FROST. Mr, Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield 2 minutes
to the gentleman from New York [Mr.
LaFaLce], whose subcommittee has ju-
risdiction over this matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from New York [Mr. La-
FaLce] is recognized for 2 minutes to
close debate.

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, obvious-
ly a great many Members of this body
want to vote on the continued exist-
ence or not of the Synthetic Fuels
Corporation. They will get that oppor-
tunity, but I do not think they ought
to get that opportunity on the Interi-
ors appropriations bill.

My Subcommittee on Economic Sta-
bilization has jurisdiction over the
issue. We will have hearings on it im-
mediately after we return from the
August recess. I hope to report a bill
out in the middle of September so tha
the Science and Technology Commit
tee can then take it up and Membersg
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can discuss the merits of the Synthetic
Fuels Corporation and the merits of
the approach we should take toward
energy independence after full author-
izing committee deliberations.

On the merits of the issue right now,
I would point out, too, that this body
did in August 1984 take dramatic
action. We virtually cut in half the
amount of money available to the Syn-
thetic Fuels Corporation, and we total-
ly changed its board of directors. They
have had virtually no opportunity to
carry out the will of this Congress
now, and yet the members of the Syn-
thetic Fuels Corporation’s board of di-
rectors and its officers right now are
those individuals who, either when
they were here or on the outside, did
not even favor the creation of the Syn-
thetic Fuels Corporation. So we do not
have an unfriendly audience running
this Synthetic Fuels Corporation now.
Those who would abolish it have a
friendly board of directors and a
friendly group of officers.

Mr. Speaker, this is an inopportune

time to act. It is too precipitous, and
we will have another opportunity. We
will have another opportunity very
shortly after we return from the
August recess. I urge a “yes” vote on
the rule.
@ Mr. SYNAR. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong opposition to the proposed rule.
I do so reluctantly because I have
great respect for the chairman and the
committee. But as I did almost a year
ago to the day, I stand in opposition to
this rule; I stand in opposition to the
most wasteful and unproductive
agency in the Federal Government
today—the Synthetic Fuels Corpora-
tion. We must put an end to the Syn-
thetic Fuels Corporation now and, to
do so, we must defeat this rule.

We will hear today about this Na-
tion’s continued vulnerability to for-
eign oil dependence and the need to
remain committed to pursuing energy
security. The issue before us today,
however, is not simply an issue of
energy security. It is an issue of how
we as a Nation can achieve energy se-
curity in the most productive manner
at the lowest possible cost to the tax-
payer. The question is not whether we
need an energy insurance policy, the
question is what kind of coverage that
policy provides and how much that
policy costs.

If you consider nothing else today, I
urge you to go beyond the traditional
rhetoric surrounding this debate,
beyond the image of the ayatolla,
beyond the image of Persian Gulf
strife, and focus on the substance of
this program—the projects them-
selves. It's the projects that make the
program.

As chairman of the Government Op-
erations Subcommittee with responsi-
bility for overseeing the Synfuels Cor-
poration, I have followed as closely as
any Member of Congress the trials and
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tribulations of this program and the
projects it has brought us. This pro-
gram has brought us the Union Oil
shale facility in Colorado which, after
20 months of unsuccessful startup at-
tempts, remains crippled by the tech-
nological difficulties inherent in the
premature commercialization of infant
technologies. This program  has
brought us the Great Plains project
which remains continually dependent
upon forever increasing taxpayer sub-
sidies. I urge my colleagues to look at
where we have been with this program
and where we are going. Because even
as we debate the wisdom of this pro-
gram today, the Synfuels Corporation
continues to negotiate additional as-
sistance for the Union Oil shale facili-
ty and more subsidies for the Great
Plains project. The past has clearly
evidenced the failure of this program.
The future promises only the disas-
trous consequences of our failure to
act today.

As we debate the future of this pro-
gram, our colleagues in the budget
conference continue to struggle with
ever-increasing deficits which truly
threaten the security and prosperity
of this Nation. Since we debated this
program last year, the deficit has
become larger, the prospects for sub-
stantial long-term deficit reduction
have become dimmer and the expecta-
tions of synfuels viability have become
more distant.

The real question before us today is
a question of priorities and equity. It
is a question of whether we as a Con-
gress are prepared to say no fo the
family farmer, not to the elderly, no to
the hungry and the homeless and yes
to the handful of multimillion- and
billion-dollar corporations that want
Uncle Sam to pay their way to greater
profits. It is a question of whether we
as a Congress are committed to getting
serious about this Nation’s deficit
problems and doing so in a fair and eq-
uitable manner.

Mr. Speaker, there are those who
ask why we must act now. Just last
week, the Synthetic Fuels Corporation
reached preliminary agreement to pro-
vide an additional $720 million in tax-
payer subsidies to the Great Plains
project. We may not be able to alter
that decision. But, Mr. Speaker, the
Great Plains story is the story of the
Synfuels Corporation. It is a story of
technologies which cannot and will
not for the foreseeable future be able
to compete in the marketplace. It is a
story of sponsors returning time and
time again for more and more of the
taxpayers’ money. It is a story to
which we must now write an end. We
must cut our losses before its too late.
I urge my colleagues to vote no on the
rule and support the efforts of myself
and my colleagues to put an end to the
Synthetic Fuels Corporation.e
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. All
time has expired.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the resolu-
tion.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. SYNAR. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify
absent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic
device, and there were—yeas 179, nays
251, not voting 3, as follows:

[Roll No. 252]
YEAS—179

Gray (IL)
Gray (PA)
Grotberg
Hall (OH)
Hall, Ralph
Hamilton
Hatcher
Hawkins
Hayes
Hendon
Horton
Howard
Hoyer
Hubbard
Hutto
Hyde
Jenkins
Jones (NC)
Kanjorskl
Kildee
Kolter
Kramer
LaFalce
Lantos
Leath (TX)
Lehman (CA)
Lehman (FL)
Leland
Levine (CA)
Lipinski
Lloyd

Long
Lowery (CA)
Lujan
Lundine
Manton
Matsui
Mavroules
McDade
McKernan
McKinney
Mica
Michel
Miller (OH)
Mineta
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Foley Moody
Ford (TN) Murphy
Frost Murtha
Fuqua Myers
Garcia Natcher
Gaydos Nelson
Gekas Nichols
Gibbons Nielson
Gilman Nowak
Gonzalez O'Brien
Goodling Oakar
Gordon Oberstar

Addabbo
Akaka
Alexander
Anderson
Andrews
Annunzio
Applegate
Aspin
Atkins
Bateman
Beilenson
Bennett
Bevill

Boggs
Boland
Boner (TN)
Bonior (MI)
Borski
Boucher
Brooks
Brown (CO)
Bruce
Bryant
Burton (CA)
Bustamante
Byron

Carr
Chappell
Clinger
Coelho
Coleman (TX)
Coyne
Daniel
Dannemeyer
de 1a Garza
Derrick
Dicks

Dixon
Donnelly
Dorgan (ND)
Duncan
Durbin
Dwyer

Early
Edwards (CA)
Emerson
Fascell
Fazio

Ortiz
Owens
Packard
Pease
Pepper
Perkins
Pickle
Price
Quillen
Rahall
Rangel
Regula
Reid
Robinson

Rostenkowski
Roybal
Rudd
Russo
Sabo
Schaefer
Scheuer
Schulze
Seiberling
Shelby
Shuster
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (IA)
Snowe
Snyder
Staggers
Stangeland
Stenholm
Stokes
Strang
Stratton
Traficant
Traxler
Udall
Valentine
Visclosky
Volkmer
Walgren
Watkins
Wheat
Whitley
Whitten
Wilson
Wirth
Wise
Wright
Wylie
Yates
Yatron
Young (AK)
Young (MO)
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Ackerman
Anthony
Archer
Armey
AuCoin
Badham
Barnard
Barnes
Bartlett
Barton
Bates
Bedell
Bentley
Bereuter
Berman
Biagegi
Bilirakis
Bliley
Boehlert
Bonker
Bosco
Boulter
Boxer
Breaux
Broomfield
Brown (CA)
Broyhill
Burton (IN)
Callahan
Campbell
Carney
Carper
Chandler
Chappie
Cheney
Clay
Coats
Cocbey
Coble
Coleman (MO)
Collins
Combest
Conte
Conyers
Cooper
Coughlin
Courter
Craig
Crane
Crockett
Darden
Daschle
Daub
Davis
DeLay
Dellums
DeWine
Dickinson
Dingell
DioGuardi
Dornan (CA)
Dowdy
Dreier
Dymally
Dyson
Eckart (OH)
Eckert (NY)
Edgar
Edwards (OK)
English
Erdreich
Evans (IA)
Evans (IL)
Fawell
Feighan
Fiedler
Fields
Fish
Flippo
Florio
Foglietta
Ford (MI)
Fowler
Frank

Downey

NAYS—251
Franklin
Frenzel
Gallo
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gingrich
Glickman
Gradison
Green
Gregg
Guarini
Gunderson
Hammerschmidt
Hansen
Hartnett
Heftel
Henry
Hertel
Hiler
Hillis
Holt
Hopkins
Huckaby
Hughes
Hunter
Ireland
Jacobs
Jeffords
Johnson
Jones (OK)
Jones (TN)
Kaptur
Kasich
Kastenmeier
Kemp
Kennelly
Kindness
Kleczka
Kolbe
Kostmayer
Lagomarsino
Latta
Leach (IA)
Lent
Levin (MI)
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (FL)
Lightfoot
Livingston
Loeffler
Lott
Lowry (WA)
Luken
Lungren
Mack
MacKay
Madigan
Markey
Marlenee
Martin (IL)
Martin (NY)
Martinez
Mazzoli
McCain
McCandless
McCloskey
McCollum
McCurdy
McEwen
McGrath
McHugh
McMillan
Meyers
Mikulski
Miller (CA)
Miller (WA)
Mitchell
Molinari
Moore
Moorhead
Morrison (CT)
Morrison (WA)
Mrazek
Neal

Hefner
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Obey

Olin

Oxley
Panetta
Parris
Pashayan
Penny
Petri
Porter
Pursell
Ray
Richardson
Ridge
Rinaldo
Ritter
Roberts
Rodino
Roemer
Roth
Roukema
Rowland (CT)
Rowland (GA)
Savage
Saxton
Schneider
Schroeder
Schuette
Schumer
Sensenbrenner
Sharp
Shaw
Shumway
Sikorski
Siljander
Sisisky
Slattery
Slaughter
Smith (FL)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NH)
Smith (NJ)
Smith, Denny
Smith, Robert
Solarz
Solomon
Spence
Spratt

St Germain
Stallings
Stark
Studds
Stump
Sundquist
Sweeney
Swift
Swindall
Synar
Tallon
Tauke
Tauzin
Taylor
Thomas (CA)
Thomas (GA)
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Vander Jagt
Vento
Vucanovich
Walker
Waxman
Weaver
Weber
Weiss
Whitehurst
Whittaker
Williams
Wolf
Wolpe
Wortley
‘Wyden
Young (FL)
Zschau

NOT VOTING—3

Monson

Messrs. SILJANDER, JONES of
Tennessee, EDWARDS of Oklahoma,
SMITH of Florida, STARK, PANET-

TA, FOGLIETTA, and BADHAM
changed their votes from “yea” to
“nay.”
So the resolution was not agreed to.
The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.
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GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on
House Resolution 227.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there ojection to the request of the
gentleman from Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

WAIVING CERTAIN POINTS OF
ORDER AGAINST CONSIDER-
ATION OF H.R. 3038 DEPART-
MENT OF HOUSING AND
URBAN DEVELOPMENT-INDE-
PENDENT AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATION ACT, 1986

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 233 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resoluton, as fol-
lows:

H. Res. 233

Resolved, That during the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 3038) making appropria-
tions for the Department of Housing and
Urban Development, and for sundry inde-
pendent agencies, boards, commissions, cor-
porations, and offices for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1986, and for other
purposes, all points of order against the fol-
lowing provisions in the bill for failure to
comply with the provisions of clause 2 of
rule XXI are hereby waived: beginning on
page 2, line 8 through page 7, line 17; begin-
ning on page 8, line 4 through page 10, line
8; beginning on page 10, line 22 through 25;
beginning on page 11, line 7 through page
12, line 13; beginning on page 12, line 20
through page 13, line 6; beginning on page
14, lines 12 through 21; beginning on page
15, line 13 through page 17, line T; begin-
ning on page 18, line 10 through page 23,
line 18; beginning on page 24, line 14
through page 27, line 21; beginning on page
28, line 4 through page 31, line 16; begin-
ning on page 35, line 11 through page 37,
line 26; and beginning on page 38, line 22
through page 40, line 2; and all points of
order against the following provisions in the
bill for failure to comply with the provisions
of clause 6 of rule XXI are hereby waived:
beginning on page 2, line 8 through page 5,
line 19; beginning on page 8, lines 4 through
18; beginning on page 11, lines 7 through 16;
beginning on page 37, lines 7 through 26; be-
ginning on page 39, lines 10 through 22; and
beginning on page 40, lines 4 through 13.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
MoAKLEY] is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the customary 30 minutes for purposes
of debate only to the gentleman from
Tennessee [Mr. QUILLEN], pending
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which I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, House
Resolution 233 waives points of order
against a number of provisions of H.R.
3038, the Department of Housing and
Urban Development and Independent
Agencies Appropriations Act for Fiscal
Year 1986. The rule does not provide
for the bill’s consideration since gener-
al appropriation bills are privileged
under the Rules of the House. Provi-
sions relating to time for general
debate are also excluded from the
rule. Customarily, general debate is
limited by a unanimous-consent re-
quest by the chairman of the Appro-
priations Subcommittee, Mr. BOLAND,
prior to consideration of the bill.

Mr. Speaker, despite the fact that
the House and Senate have not agreed
to a budget resclution for fiscal year
1986, no Budget Act waiver is neces-
sary to the consideration of this ap-
propriation bill. As Members are
aware, earlier today, the House adopt-
ed House Resolution 231 which
deemed the House-passed budget reso-
lution to have heen adopted for pur-
poses of the enforcement provisions of
the Budget Act. This allows the House
to proceed to consideration of appro-
priations and other spending legisla-
tion without the necessity of a waiver
of section 303(a) of the Budget Act.
This and other legislation is subject to
all the other constraints of the Budget
Act.

House Resolution 233 waives clause
2, of rule XXI which prohibits unau-
thorized appropriations and legislative
provisions in general appropriation
bills, against specified provisions in
the bill. House Resolution 233 also
waives clause 6, of rule XXI which
prohibits reappropriations or transfers
in general appropriation bills, against
specified provisions in the bill. Mr.
Speaker, the specific provisions of the
bill which have been protected by
these waivers are detailed in the rule,
by reference to page and line of the
Housing and Urban Development Ap-
propriation bill. Chairman WHITTEN
has also written a letter describing the
provisions protected by the waivers.
The provisions described in the letter
are the only ones that waivers are pro-
vided for.

The provisions granted a waiver of
clause 2, rule XXI in title I of H.R.
3038 provide appropriations for a
number of programs of the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment. The waivers are necessary for
some provisions because, while author-
izing legislation for the programs in-
volved is under consideration at some
stage of the legislative process, it has
not yet been enacted into law. In addi-
tion, Mr. Speaker, several provisions
violate the prohibition on legislation
in general appropriation bills, al-
though a number of these are similar
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to language routinely included in pre-
vious appropriation acts. These pro-
grams include housing for the elderly
and handicapped. Low-income housing
projects, and community development
grants.

Clause 2, rule XXI waivers are also
necessary to allow consideration of ap-
propriations items in title II of the bill
which fund the following independent
agencies: The Consumer Product
Safety Commission; the Environmen-
tal Protection Agency; Federal Emer-
gency Management Agency; NASA;
the National Science Foundation; the
Neighborhood Reinvestment Corpora-
tion, and the Veterans’ Administra-
tion.

The waivers of clause 6, rule XXI
are provided for portions of the bill
which provide for continued availabil-
ity and use of funds provided in prior
appropriations, for such programs as
the troubled projects operating subsi-
dy, the locan guaranty revolving fund,
and the Veterans’ Administration. The
waivers are necessary to allow consid-
eration of these reappropriations.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3038 appropriates
$57.8 billion in new budget authority
for the Housing and Urban Develop-
ment Department and 17 independent
agencies in fiscal year 1986. The bill
would provide $12.G billion for federal-
ly assisted housing programs, $330 mil-
lion for urban development action
grants, $1.5 biilion for the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, $7.7 billion
for NASA, $3.4 billion for revenue
sharing, and $26.5 billion for the Vet-
erans’ Administration. In addition,
H.R. 3038 appropriates $2.0 billion for
the contruction of 10,000 much needed
public housing units. Also, H.R. 3038
would require that the Housing and
Urban Development Department make
available up to 20 percent of public
housing funds earmarked for the de-
velopment or acquisition of public
housing for major reconstruction of
obsolete housing projects.

Mr. Speaker, this is an important
measure providing for new budget au-
thority for a wide variety of programs
and agencies. The Appropriations
Committee should be commended for
acting on a very important and com-
plex bill and for reporting a bill that
comes within the guidelines of the
House-passed budget resolution. In ad-
dition, I would like to commend the
gentleman from Massachusetts, the
chairman of the HUD-Independent
Agencies Subcommittee, Mr. BoLAND,
for his hard work and leadership in
dealing with issues that are vital to
the Federal Government and the
American people. I urge the Members
to adopt the resolution.
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Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.
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Mr. Speaker, the rule has been ably
explained by the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. MOAKLEY].

This is an important appropriation
bill. Not only does it include HUD but
also 16 independent agencies inciuding
the Veterans’ Administration. We
know that the veterans of this country
deserve every attention possible that
we can give them, as do the elderly, as
do the needy, as do the beneficiaries of
many of these agencies for which
funds are appropriated in this bill.

So, Mr. Speaker, even though the
administration says this bill is above
their request, the committee reports
that it is $1 billion less than 1985 and
the rule needs to be adopied.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
WALKER].

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, this bill and this rule
are basically the kind of bili and rule
that we have considered on the House
floor before. I went to the Rules Com-
mittee, though, yesterday, with a sub-
ject area that I thought needed tc be
addressed and which did not get ad-
dressed in the Rules Committee; and I
thought that I would bring it up be-
cause ultimately we are going to re-
solve it on the floor.

I have talked to the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. Boranp] and the
gentleman from New York [Mr.
GreeN], and when the bill comes to
the floor, I will be offering an amend-
ment which I think they are prepared
to take at that point.

I wanted to raise the issue of what I
brought before the Rules Committee
yesterday, because I think it is a ques-
tion of process that needs to be under-
stood by the House.

Back some weeks ago we passed a
shuttle pricing policy on the House
floor. It was a relatively close vote, but
it was rather intensely debated and we
came to a conclusion about shuttle
pricing policy.

In the appropriations bill as report-
ed from committee, the Appropria-
tions Committee had gone back to the
shuttle pricing policy that was reject-
ed by the House, and put that in as a
legislative provision in the appropria-
tions bill.

It was my opinion, and when I ap-
peared before the Rules Committee
yesterday, that that kind of legislating
in an appropriations bill ought to at
least be subject to a point of order on
the House floor; that we ought not be
waiving points of order where the
House itself has made a specific deci-
sion.

It is one thing to talk about waiving
authorization types of language where
in fact the authorizing committees
have not done their job. I have some
questions about that, and I can under-
stand how Members can have some
concern about that.
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In this case, the authorizing commit-
tee had not only done its job; we had
come to the floor, we had specifically
debated the issue, the House had de-
termined the issue; it is an issue where
the Senate has already passed the bill;
we are about to go to conference and
we were faced here with a legislative
provision in an appropriations bill that
would have a marked effect on that
policy.

It seemed to me that the Rules Com-
mittee, in those kinds of instances,
does have an obligation to make that
kind of legislation in an appropriation
bill subject to a point of order.

The Rules Committee, in this rule,
specifically decided not to do that, and
I raise it as an issue because it would
cause me to vote against the rule, but
I think we also ought to take a look at
the process, that it seems to me that
the Rules Committee ought not put
this House in a position of having leg-
islation in an appropriation bill where
the House has previously made a very,
very fundamental determination, and
I would hope that in the future the
Rules Committee would be a little
more sympaihetic to those of us who
sit for hours and hours and hours in
authorizing committees to make deci-
sions, who bring the bills in good con-
science to the House floor, make deci-
sions, and then have the potential of
those decisions being overriden with
legislation in an appropriations bill.

That is specifically what the rules
attempt to protect, and what was
being violated here, and I am disap-
pointed that the Rules Committee did
not see fit to maintain the point of
order.

As I say, in discussions that the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
Boranp], the gentleman from New
York [Mr. GreeN] have had with the
chairman of the authorizing commit-
tee, with the chairman of the subcom-
mittee, with myself, and so, on, I think
we have come to an agreement now
that that ought not be the way of pro-
ceeding, and that the motion to strike
I hope will be accepted; but it does
bother me.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. BARTLETT].

Mr. BARTLETT. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding, and I rise to oppose
the rule that is now before us, as I will
be opposing the bill itself.

What is essentially wrong with the
rule is the rule would waive a number
of points of order against the bill;
those points of order not being trivial,
but being significant to this bill.

The most important of which is the
bill would waive the point of order in
which programs that are not yet au-
thorized would be appropriated.

Now in many appropriations bills,
this happens, and I suppose that is a
common bills, this happens, and I sup-
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pose that is a common fight or dis-
agreement on the floor in appropriat-
ing funds for programs that are not
yvet authorized.

I wish to bring to the House's atten-
tion that this bill goes a substantial
step further than that; this bill appro-
priates $500 million in the assisted
housing category for what is euphe-
mistically called new program reserve.

This bill would appropriate $500 mil-
lion for programs that are not only
not authorized, but have never been
authorized; that have never existed,
that may or may not ever exist.

My point is that the point of order
should not be waived on brand new
programs that have never been cre-
ated, and should not be waived on un-
authorized programs that are waiting
to be authorized in the first place.

I think it sets an enormously diffi-
cult and bad precedent for this House
to be appropriating funds for new pro-
grams that had never existed.

Now, assuming the rule passes, and
when we get to the appropriations bill,
I will be offering an amendment to
delete that new program reserve; that
slush fund, if you will, of some $500
million that appropriates funds for
new programs. I would urge the Ap-
propriations Committee and the au-
thorizing committee on which I serve
to go back to the drawing board and
we can then decide whether we want
to authorize these new programs, and
if we do, and if the Congress author-
izes the new programs, then we can
come back on either a supplemental or
a recission or a new appropriations
bill, and appropriate the funds after
the authorization.

Now there is a further difficulty
with the bill that this rule makes in
order. The difficulty is, the appropria-
tions bill is sold as a freeze level bill in
the assisted housing programs, but in
the assisted housing programs it ap-
pears to be, when you begin to look at
each program line by line, a total in-
crease in expenditures over fiscal year
1985 expenditures of a total of $1.7 bil-
lion.

When we get to the House floor on
the bill itself, I will take time to offer
amendments, and in debate I will ex-
plain to the House how that $1.7 bil-
lion was added on.

Suffice it to say for now that it was
done in two ways: One, with an ac-
counting change which made a change
in accounting which changed $989 mil-
lion; set that off-budget, or outside the
HUD appropriations process, and then
spent the money on new and addition-
al programs.

The other way was to take $800 mil-
lion of a nonrecurring, one-time-only
program that was spent and designed
to be spent only in fiscal year 1985; it
is called rent supplement wrap; the
program was not terminated; was not
eliminated; it just simply existed for 1
year.
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We took that $800 million and we
spent that money additionally in fiscal
year 1986 as if it were an ongoing pro-
gram.

So I will have three amendments:
One, to reduce the number of units of
newly constructed public housing
units from the 10,000 units that are in
the bill back to a freeze level of 5,000
new units that we built in fiscal year
1985. I will not be proposing that we
terminate public housing or that we
eliminate all new units of public hous-
ing; but merely that we build the same
number of new units in 1986 than we
built in 1985.

The second one will be to eliminate
the program reserve of new, unauthor-
ized programs.

The third, then, will be across-the-
board reduction of 2% percent in order
to achieve a true freeze level in the as-
sisted housing programs.

I would call my colleagues’ attention
that the assisted housing programs
will be the first up on the calendar;
that in the HUD appropriations bill,
the very first area that we will debate
will be the HUD assisted housing pro-
grams; it is the area that is on a per-
centage basis the largest out of line in
terms of a freeze.

0 1410

It does spend a total of $1.7 billion
more in fiscal year 1986 than we spent
in fiscal year 1985. I would urge my
colleagues to vote no on the rule so we
can go back for a better rule so the
points of order against appropriating
funds for programs that are not yet
and have never been authorized will
simply not be in there and that we
would be allowed to make a point of
order in that case.

I would urge a “no” vote on the rule.

Mr. QUILLEN, Mrs. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. GrReeEN] to close debate cn
this side.

Mr. GREEN. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
vote for the rule. I shall address the
points that the gentleman from Texas
has made with respect to the sub-
stance of the bill when we go into the
Committee of the Whole House and
debate the bill.

With respect to the rule, point out
that inevitably with this bill we come
to the Rules Committee at a time
when the majority of the programs in
the bill are not authorized. 1 wish it
were not so. The chairman of the sub-
committee wishes it were not so. But
that is the fact, and year after year it
has been the fact, and year after year,
if the House wants to proceed expedi-
tiously with the appropriations bills
instead of doing them all in the form
of a continuing resolution, we have to
have this kind of a solution.

The reserve to which my friend from
Texas refers is a device we have used
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in the past to account to this House
for the fact that we can expect further
requests for funds for these programs,
so that the House will be put on notice
and know at the time it is considering
this bill what it can expect in the way
of spending, and so that it is not sur-
prised by a supplemental request or
funding in a continuing resolution. I
think it is the more honest way to do
it rather than just pretending that the
future spending does not exist as a
problem for the future.

So I woula urge my colleagues to
vote for this rule and let us move on to
the substance of the bill.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I un-
derstand the gentleman from Tennes-
see [Mr. QuiLLEN] has no further re-
quests for time. I have no further re-
quests for time.

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous
question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. Speaker, I
object to the vote on the ground that
a quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify
absent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic
device, and there were—yeas 266, nays
159, not voting 8, as follows:

[Roll No. 2531
YEAS—266

Carper

Carr
Chappell
Clay

Coelho
Coleman (TX)
Collins Ford (TN)
Conte Fowler
Conyers Frank
Cooper Franklin
Coughlin PFrost
Coyne Fuqua
Crockett Garcia
Darden Gaydos
Daschle Gejdenson
Davis Gephardt
de la Garza Gibbons
Dellums Gilman
Derrick Glickman
Dicks Gonzalez
Dingell Gordon
Dixon Gradison
Donnelly Gray (IL)
Dorgan (ND) Gray (PA)
Dowdy Green
Duncan Guarini
Durbin Hall (OH)
Dwyer Hamilton
Dymally Hatcher
Dyson Hayes
Hertel
Hillis
Howard
Hoyer
Hutto
Hyde
Jacobs
Jenkins
Jones (NC)
Jones (OK)

PFish
Flippo
Florio
Foglietta
Foley
Ford (MI)

Ackerman
Addabbo
Akaka
Alexander
Anderson
Andrews
Annunzio
Anthony
Applegate
Aspin
Atkins

AuCoin
Barnard

Barnes
Bateman
Bates
Bedell
Beilenson
Bennett
Berman
Bevill
Biaggl
Boehlert
Boggs
Boland
Boner (TN}
Bonior (MI)
Bonker
Borski
Bosco
Boucher
Boxer
Edgar
Edwards (CA)
English
Erdreich
Evans (IL)
Fascell

Fazio
Feighan

Brown (CA)
Bruce
Bryant
Burton (CA)
Bustamante
Byron
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Jones (TN)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kastenmeier
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Kolter
Kostmayer
LaFalce
Lantos
Lehman (CA)
Lehman (FL)
Leland
Levin (MI)
Levine (CA)
Lipinski
Lioyd

Long
Lowery (CA)
Lowry (WA)
Lujan
Luken
Lundine
MacKay
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Matsui
Mavroules
Mazzoli
MeCloskey
McCurdy
McDade
McHugh
McKinney
Mica
Mikulski
Miller (CA)
Miller (OH)
Mineta
Mitchell
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moody
Morrison (CT)
Mrazek
Murphy

Archer
Armey
Badham
Bartlett
Barton
Bentley
Bereuter
Bilirakis
Bliley
Boulter
Broomfield
Brown (CO)
Broyvhill
Burton (IN)
Callahan
Campbell
Carney
Chandler
Chappie
Cheney
Clinger
Coats
Cobey
Coble
Coleman (MO)
Combest
Courter
Craig

Crane
Daniel
Dannemeyer
Daub
DeLay
DeWine
Dickinson
DioGuardi
Dornan (CA)
Dreier
Eckert (NY)
Edwards (OK)
Emerson
Evans (IA)
Fawell
Fiedler

Murtha
Myers
Natcher
Neal
Nelson
Nichols
Nowak
O'Brien
Oakar
Oberstar
Obey

Olin

Ortiz
Owens
Panetta
Pease
Perkins
Pickle
Price
Pursell
Quillen
Rahall
Rangel
Ray
Regula
Reid
Richardson
Ridge
Rinaldo
Robinson
Rodino
Roe

Rose
Rostenkowski
Rowland (GA)
Roybal
Russo
Sabo
Savage
Scheuer
Schroeder
Schumer
Seiberling
Sharp
Shelby
Sikorski
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton

NAYS—159

Fields
Frenzel
Gallo
Gekas
Gingrich
Goodling
Gregg
Grotberg
Gunderson
Hall, Ralph
Hammerschmidt
Hansen
Hartnett
Heftel
Hendon
Henry
Hiler

Holt
Hopkins
Hubbard
Huckaby
Hughes
Hunter
Ireland
Jeffords
Johnson
Kasich
Kemp
Kindness
Kolbe
Kramer
Lagomarsino
Latta
Leach (1A)
Leath (TX)
Lent

Lewis (CA)
Lewis (FL)
Lightfoot
Livingston
Loeffler
Lott
Lungren
Mack
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Slattery
Smith (FL)
Smith (IA)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Snyder
Solarz
Spratt

St Germain
Staggers
Stallings
Stark
Stokes
Stratton
Studds
Swift
Synar
Tallon
Thomas (GA)
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Traxler
Udall
Valentine
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
‘Walgren
Watkins
Waxman
Weaver
Weiss
Wheat
Whitley
Whitten
Wilson
Wirth

Wise
Wolpe
Wortley
Wyden
Wylie
Yates
Yatron
Young (AK)
Young (MO)

Madigan
Marlenee
Martin (IL)
Martin (NY)
McCain
MeCandless
MeCollum
McEwen
McGrath
McKernan
McMillan
Meyers
Michel
Miller (WA)
Molinari
Moore
Moorhead
Morrison (WA)
Nielson
Oxley
Packard
Parris
Pashayan
Penny

Petri
Porter
Ritter
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Roth
Roukema
Rowland (CT)
Rudd
Saxton
Schaefer
Schneider
Schuette
Schulze
Sensenbrenner
Shaw
Shumway
Shuster
Siljander

Slaughter
Smith (NH)
Smith, Denny
Smith, Robert
Snowe
Solomon
Spence
Stangeland
Stenholm

Strang
Stump
Sundquist
Sweeney
Swindall
Tauke
Tauzin
Taylor Young (FL)
Thomas (CA) Zschau

NOT VOTING—8

Williams
Wright

Vander Jagt
Vucanovich
Walker
Weber
Whitehurst
Whittaker
Wolf

Horton
Monson
Pepper
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So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Downey
Hawkins
Hefner

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 821

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
my name be removed as a cosponsor of
H.R. 821.

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Indiana?

There was no objection.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
bill, H.R. 3038, and that I be permitted
to include tables, charts, and other ex-
traneous material.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND
URBAN DEVELOPMENT-INDE-
PENDENT AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATION ACT, 1986

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill (H.R. 3038) making
appropriations for the Department of
Housing and Urban Development, and
for sundry independent agencies,
boards, commissions, corporations, and
offices for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1986, and for other pur-
poses; and pending that motion, Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
general debate be limited to not to
exceed 1 hour, the time to be equally
divided and controlled by the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. GREeN] and
myself.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
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the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. Borawnp].
The motion was agreed to.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved
itself into the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill,
H.R. 3038, with Mr. PaNeTTA in the
chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first
reading of the bill was dispensed with.

Under the unanimous-consent agree-
ment, the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. Boranp] will be recognized
for 30 minutes and the gentleman
from New York [Mr. Green] will be
recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. BoLAND].

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I want to pay tribute
to the members of this subcommittee
on the majority side, the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. TRAXLER], the
gentlewoman from Louisiana [Mrs.
Boges], the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
StokEes], the gentleman from Minne-
sota [Mr. Sasol, and the gentleman
from Tennessee [Mr. BoNER].

I also want to pay my respects to the
ranking minority member, the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. GREEN], who
has had extensive experience in the
housing area and with these programs,
and also to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. CouGHLIN], and the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. LEwis].

Mr. Chairman, the 1986 HUD-inde-
pendent agencies appropriation bill
which we bring to the floor today is,
for the most part, noncontroversial.
The bill, as it is before you, provides
$57,807,514,000 in new budget author-
ity for 1986. That is $10,351,783,000
above the President’s request and is
$1,011,043,000 below 1985. And, Mr.
Chairman, virtually all of the increase
above the President’s budget is once
again in the subsidized housing pro-
grams. Also, Mr. Chairman, the bill is
within the $42,500,000,000 of tentative
section 302(b) allocation—based on the
House-passed budget resolution.

One thing I should point out at the
outset is that the numbers I just gave
you do not include $3,310,000,000 of
budget authority we deferred pending
enactment of three authorizations. We
have deferred $900,000,000 for the Su-
perfund Program—$2,400,000,000 for
the Construction Grants Program—
and $10,000,000 for a new fair housing
initiative under HUD. However, all of
the $3,310,000,000 is assumed within
the section 302(b) allocations.

Now as I said, we are $10.3 billion
over the President’s budget. That is a
lot of money—but let’s keep in mind
two things.
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First, the President’s budget includ-
ed no funds for the Subsidized Hous-
ing Program. After the budget came
up in February—everyone recognized
that was simply not equitable. So both
budget committees have assumed
roughly $10 to $11.5 billion of new
budget authority for new subsidized
housing.

And the second point, is to keep in
mind that under these programs we
score the budget authority for the
entire period of the housing contract.
That means that the $10.7 billion in
this bill covers 15 or 20 or even 30
vears of the cost of each housing unit.
So our method of scoring these costs
tends to magnify the budget authority
numbers.

HOUSING

Pages 4 through 8 of the report de-
scribe the subcommittee’s actions con-
cerning subsidized housing. Basically,
we have included 100,000 incremental
housing units in this bill. By
incremental, I mean a net addition of
subsidized housing units to the total
number of 3.9 million currently under
subsidy.

We have provided for 10,000 new
public housing units—30,000 section 8
voucher units—12,000 section 202
housing for the elderly units—1,000
Indian housing units—32,000 section 8
existing units—and 15,000 section 8
moderate rehabilitation units. All of
that adds to 100,009 incremental hous-
ing units.

In addition, we have also included
$150 million to provide for approxi-
mately 15,000 rental rehabilitation

units and 2,500 rental development
[HODAG] units.

Finally, in the housing area, as
many of you know, the House Banking
Committee recently reported H.R. 1,
the housing authorization bill for
fiscal years 1986 and 1987. That bill
has in it a number of potential new
programmatic thrusts which are not
addressed in this appropriation. So
what we have done is exactly what we
did 2 years ago—and that is that we
have set aside $500 million in a reserve
to accommodate at least some of new
programmatic thrusts contained in
H.R. 1—if that bill is ultimately passed
and signed by the President.

Under the Community Development
Block Program—we are going along
with the 10 percent reduction pro-
posed by the President and assumed in
the budget resolution. For the Urban
Development Action Grant Program
we are recommending a 25-percent
cut—from $440 million made available
in 1985 to $330 million in 1986. I
should point out, in the house budget
resolution a 10-percent reduction was
assumed and in the Senate a 20-per-
cent cut was included. We are below
both resolutions.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

For the Environmental Protection

Agency, the total increase recommend-
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ed above the budget request is $128
million. Also, we are about $174 mil-
lion above the current 1985 rate. That
increase above the budget request of
$128 million is made up of $62 million
in the operating programs—$16 mil-
lion to restore the 5-percent pay cut—
and $50 million for the school asbestos
program. Except for the asbestos
funds, the add-ons for EPA are largely
in areas that the committee has re-
stored funding for in the past.

FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY

For FEMA, we have included fund-
ing in the bill that puts us about $70
million above 1985 and about $89.6
million above the budgei request. I
shouid quickly point out that the bulk
of that increase above the budget and
above 1985 is made up of $70 million
included for the Emergency Food and
Shelter Program. That activity has
been underway since 1983, and to date
we have made available a total of $160
miliion through the national board
and $50 million through the States.

In other FEMA activities, the report
spells out in great detail the commit-
tee’s problems with the Agency in con-
nection with discrepancies in the
budget justilications. We have tried to
address these ongoing management
problems by including very specific bill
and report language that will put
FEMA on notice that we expect that
Agency to provide the Congress with
honest budget estimates.

Also, for FEMA, we have added
about $22 million for the Civil Defense
Program. You may recall that during
the past 5 or 4 years the Agency has
requested substantial increases for
civil defense. Virtually all of those in-
creases have been denied in the past.
However, in 1986 the President's
budget proposed a decrease in the
Civil Defense Program below the 1985
level. While we are in agreement with
the general philosophy of that de-
crease—we felt it went a little too far
and we have restored some funding for
ongoing civil defense grants to States.
In 1987, we expect that the States will
take over some of these programs on a
50/50 matching basis.

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE
ADMINISTRATION

For NASA we have recommended a
total of $7,666,000,000 and that is $220
million under the President’s budget
request. It is, however, about $175 mil-
lion above the current 1985 level. We
have been able to provide for that
small add-on above 1985 by reallocat-
ing some of our tentative section
302(b) allocation.

Now in taking a $220 million cut
from the President’s budget—what we
tried to do was to adopt the philoso-
phy that these reductions should be
handled in such a way as to preserve
the funding stream for those projects
already underway—and cut to those
projects which are proposed as essen-
tially new starts in 1986.
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We took that approach because it
makes the most sense. Why? Because
if additional projects are started in
1986 that will require substantially in-
creased funding in 1987 and 1988—
NASA's problems in view of uncoming
very tight budgets will only get worse.

So we took the reductions primarily
from the orbital maneuvering vehi-
cle—which we cut from $25 million to
$10 million—the solar optical tele-
scope—which we cut from $30 million
to $5 million—and the scatterometer—
which we cut from $31 million to $6
million. And, we felt we could take
some money out of the space station—
which is basically a new activity—and
we reduced that from $230 million to
$200 million.

Let me give you a little additional in-
sight as to why we took the approach
we did. It's always easy to start new
projects at low funding levels. We
could probably have started the solar
optical telescope with $10 or $15 mil-
lion. But to do that, we would have
had to cut some other ongoing project.
For example, the Senate Authoriza-
tion Committee, in making its reduc-
tions, reduced the upper atmospheric
research satellite by $20 million in
1986—from $134 million to $1i4 mil-
lion.

But do you know what the impact of
that reduction is? The upper atmcs-
pheric research satellite—which is a
satellite designed to take a hard look
at what's happening te our atmos-
phere—and which is scheduled to fly
in 1988 or 1989—is in its third year of
funding. That $20 million cut will re-
quire NASA to replace it with $56 mil-
lion in 1987 and 1988. So we only cut
the project by $5 million—because the
fact is that it doesn't make any sense
to cut programs that are in the middle
of their major funding stream and end
up having it cost NASA three or four
times as much. It makes a lot more
sense to cut programs that are just
about ready to start.

So that is the philosophy we fol-
lowed with NASA—and I think it
makes sense—and I think that the
agency basically agrees with what we
have done—given the very tough
budget problems.

VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION

For the Veterans’ Administration,
we have added a total of $441,802,000.
But, let me quickly point out that $205
million of that add-on was to restore
the 5-percent pay cut.

And by the way, while I'm on that
subject, I think this subcommittee
should be commended for the fact
that we took it upon ourselves to use
part of our section 302 (b) allocation
to restore more than $300 million for
the 5-percent pay cut. Other subcom-
mittees will have to face that problem
down the road—or they will pass it off
on a supplemental bill. But for every
major agency in this bill we have re-
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stored the 5-percent cut. So, we are
$441 million over the President’s
budget in the table. However, because
we have recently received a budget
amendment from the President restor-
ing the 5-percent pay cut to all agen-
cies, our amount over the President’s
budget will ultimately be reduced by
over $200 million.

Without restoring that pay cut to
the VA Medical Programs—the 172
hospitals would face disaster. You
cannot run a medical care system that
has 193,000 employees—and not have
sufficient funds to pay the people. We
would have lost 5,000 additional nurses
and doctors and lab technicians, et
cetera—unless we had restored that
pay cut at the beginning of the fiscal
year.

We have also added about $80 mil-
lion to maintain the 1985 FTEE [{full
time equivalent employment levell at
193,941. With new facilities coming
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online, even maintaining the level of
nurses and doctors et cetera, at the
1985 rate will cause nearly every VA
Hospital to give up positions in order
to staff the new facilities.

The other major add-on in VA comes
in the construction program where we
have added a net of $98,960,000. Now
let me quickly point out that we have
not added any additional projects for
construction. No, what we are trying
to do is save OMB and the VA from
itself. They proposed partial funding
for the Philadelphia and Houston hos-
pitals. This subcommittee has long
had a policy that every construction
project should be submitted for full
funding. This is the first year, in my
memory, that the administration did
not do that. We have elected to add
monrey to restore both the Philadel-
phia and Houston hospitals to the full
funding level.
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Now we have taken some offsets to
do that. We cut out a couple of park-
ing garages and a cemetery in north-
ern California. And by the way, al-
though those are virtually the only re-
ductions we have made in the entire
bill, from what we have heard, you
would almost think that they were the
most vital part of this legislation. But,
basically, we have judged the parking
garages at a lower priority than treat-
ing patients.

So Mr. Chairman, that sums up the
HUD-independent agencies appropria-
tion bill. I think it is a responsible
mark. I think it is reasonable, and I
hope it has your support. I will include
a table summarizing the amounts rec-
ommended in the bill with compari-
sons to the 1985 appropriations and
the 1986 budget requests at this point.

SUMMARY OF ESTIMATES AND NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY IN BILL

Department or agency "

m

1985

B aalimah
ml?&ﬁ bil

3 4

American Battle Monuments Commission
Conzumer Information Center__.
Product Safety i

Feteral EMErGNCY MANGEMENL AGENICY ... .o

Federal Home Loan Bank Board ®

National Aeronautics and Space Administration ...

National Credit Union Administration * ..

Mational Science Foundation ...
Office of Consumer Afairs ..

Office of Revenue Sharing
Dffice of Science and T
Selective Service System ...

Veterans

$10,954,000 $10,954,000 J il
14,778,000 TR s
1,249,000
37,000,000
700,000 ... — 5,000
16,445,549,781 67 +11,357,508.781
1,496,176,000 + 128,580,000
631,656,000 -+ 89,586,000
(21,617,000) (— 44,032,000
7,666,000, — 220,000,000
1,523,855,000 22,063,000 — 45,545,000
17,669,000 157 + 3,000,000
1,988,000 000
3,433,025,000
2,343,000
27,780,000
26,503.810,000

—L441.616,000 —1.141,450,000
+149,000 +252,000

+395,000
+ 183,189,000

26,320,621,000 + 441,802,000

. 58,818,356,775

47455731000 57,807,513781 —1011,042994 10351782781

! Limitation on corporate funds; administrative and nonadministrative expenses in 1985 and only adn:inisirative expenses in 1986.

# Limitation on direct loans.

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to join
the distinguished chairman of the
HUD-Independent Agencies Appro-
priations Subcommittee in commend-
ing our colleagues on the subcommit-
tee for their contributions to this bill.
In addition, I would particularly like
to express my appreciation and, I
hope, the appreciation of the House to
the distinguished chairman for the re-
markable job that he does in bringing
this bill to the floor of the House.

This is an extremely complicated
bill, as I am sure the debate will reveal
as we move forward. The funding
mechanisms of assisted housing are
extremely complicated, and to bring
such a bill on the floor, particularly at
a time of fiscal stringency when we are
in essence shooting at a moving target
in terms of the budget resolution,
takes no small degree of skill. The
House obviously owes a great debt of
gratitude to the subcommittee chair-

man f{or being able to bring us this bill
S0 promptly.

I do not want to recover the details
of the bill, which have been so ably
covered by the chairman bui, rather,
to focus on a few points which I
gather from the discussions which
have been had informally and on the
floor of the House during debate on
the rule are of concern to Members of
this body.

First, we are below our section
302(b) allocation, tentative as it is, but
not by much. We have a little over $4
million in leeway. I know there are
many members who were disappointed
that various projects in which they
were interested, therefore, could not
move forward. I happen to have a Vet-
erans’ Administration hospital in my
district which is scheduled for a sub-
stantial expansion of its outpatient fa-
cilities because of terrible overcrowd-
ing. We were not able to reach that
this year, and I know there are other
Members who are concerned because

their projects have not been reached. I
can only say that, within the limits we
have, we have cdone what we could,
and I urge Members not to offer
amendments that would take us over
our section 302(b) allocation.

In addition, as the subcommittee
chairman has pointed out, we are over
$1 billion below our fiscal year 1985
enacted level. I think that represents a
very significant savings in this bill. We
are, it is true, well above the adminis-
tration’s request, but that is because
the administration requested no funds
for assisted housing, having proposed
a 2-year freeze on those programs.
Plainly, in the action on the first
budget resolution that has so far
taken place, both this body and the
other body rejected that approach and
did supply budget authority for the as-
sisted housing programs. We have re-
sponded to that action on the part of
both bodies and, therefore, have in-
cluded funding for the assisted hous-
ing programs in this bill, which is
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what puts us over the administration’s
request.

I know there are some Members of
this House who are concerned because
there is not a freeze on each and every
item within this bill. Let me say
straight out that I do not envisage
that to be the charge that we in the
Appropriations Committee have re-
ceived from the House. Under the
Budget Act we are required to come
within our section 302(b) allocation,
and as I indicated, we have done that.

There has been a strong sentiment
for freeze in this House, and we have
done that in terms of the bill as a
whole. As I indicated, the bill is below
our fiscal year 1985 enacted level. But
we believe that it is appropriate that
the Appropriations Committee and
the full House have the flexibility to
make adjustments within the overall
bill in order to meet situations of need
where those occur and to achieve sav-
ings where those can be achieved.
Thus, if you want to compare this bill
with the administration’s request, on
some items we are higher, on many we
are the same, and in many we are
lower. Similarly, if you want to com-
pare this bill with last year’s bill, we
have not just frozen everything. On
some items we are higher, on some
items we are the same, and on many
items we are lower.

I simply ask the Members to recog-
nize this process and not just let the
word, “freeze,” apply to each line item
in the bill. That would be a foolish
consistency indeed, and it would make
no sense from the point of view of the
appropriation process in the House to
function in that fashion.

We have allowed for increases in
some activities. We have taken the
pains of finding where to cut other ac-
tivities or otherwise we could not come
out below where we were last year.
Having done that, I do ask the House
to stand with us, recognize the work
that has been done, and approve this
bill. It represents a very significant
effort to deal with the programs, the
very important programs with which
this subcommittee is charged, pro-
grams such as housing, veterans, the
environment, our space programs, our
science programs, and many others,
while at the same time staying within
the guidelines established by the
House in the first budget resolution
and, I think, reflecting the will of the
House to hold these bills at or below
last year's level.

This we have accomplished 100 per-
cent, Mr. Chairman, and I ask the
House to stay with us and approve this
bill.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. SCHUMER].

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank my distinguished colleague, the
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gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
BoLanp], and I rise in support of this
legislation.

Let me say that I think Appropria-
tions Committee, the subcommittee
and the committee as a whole, has
done an outstanding job, and I speak
from two perspectives. As a member of
the Housing Subcommittee of the
Banking Committee of the House, let
me say that we have in the last 4 years
suffered tremendous cuts. A total au-
thorization in housing of $31 billion,
roughly $31 billion in 1981, has shrunk
to an authorization of just about half
that amount. Yet there is a crying
need for housing in this country. We
hear about homeless people, we hear
about poor people who cannot find
housing, and now we have begun to
hear about middle-class people, the
kind of people who have had the
American dream on their calendar and
who had thought that once they were
married and got jobs they would be
able to find housing for themselves,
but now they cannot. So we have a
dramatic need for housing, and the
Housing Subcommittee has tried to
take into account those needs.

I also speak as a member of the
Budget Committee, and as a freshman
member of the Budget Committee, let
me assure the Members of the House
that that changes one’s perspective a
great deal.
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To try and deal with the deficit that
is only going to get worse and worse
unless we do something is a painful
and painstaking process. It is difficult
to find $50 and $100 million there to
bring the deficit reduction under con-
trol.

I have lived with that process, as
have so many members of the Budget
Committee, for the last 6 months. If
you put those two things together and
realize, No. 1, the desperate needs that
we have in this country, needs that
now extend to many, many districts in
this country, certainly a majority,
needs that extend to many different
types and classes of people, and yet at
the same time realize the looming defi-
cit cloud that constantly hovers over
our head, I think you can only come
out where this resolution does. It is
within the House budget resolution. It
tries particularly in the reserve por-
tion of the program to come up with
some innovative and cost-efficient pro-
grams and preserve others, dramatic
changes from the days of section VIII,
which the majority of people in this
House thought was too expensive and
affected too few people.

Yet also while dealing with those
needs, it does try to live, and does
indeed live, within the budget resolu-
tion.

To ask for new programs probably
scuttles the work that this subcommit-
tee has done and pushes us over the
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budget resolution. We cannot ask for
any more than we have; but to cut any
further simply because there may not
be in one's own district the people
knocking at the door for the needs of
housing would also be a lesson to
those on the Housing Subcommittee
and the authorizing committee and to
so many in this House that to pains-
takingly live within the budget resolu-
tion is not worth it all, because you go
to the House floor and because hous-
ing and so many other areas here are
not the No. 1 items on most people’s
political agendas, you say, well, cut
those.

The lesson then would be, cut those
further.

The lesson then would be, “Don’t
live within the budget resolution, start
off as high as you can, because you're
going to be cut on the floor anyway.”

So I would say to my colleagues in
conclusion that this is a fine, well
honed appropriation. It does not make
everybody perfectly happy, but it does
live within the two goals, the two pa-
rameters within which we must live,
the parameter of a need for housing
and the parameter of an increasing
deficit.

Mr. Chairman, I urge support of this
resolution.

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. COUGHLIN].

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to take this opportunity to
comment briefly on our recommenda-
tions for the fiscal year 1986 budget
for the Environmental Protection
Agency.

Prior to commenting upon specific
EPA items, I want to commend the
subcommittee's distinguished chair-
man, Mr. BorLanp, for his tireless work
on H.R. 3038. The guidance and in-
valuable efforts of Mr. GREeN, the
ranking minority member or our sub-
committee, also have enabled us to
present this carefully crafted proposal
to the full House for consideration. I
want to thank both Mr. Boranp and
Mr. GreeN for all their help in making
significant strides in the budget of the
Environmental Protection Agency.

I believe our recommendations will
provide EPA with the resources neces-
sary to continue to successfully
achieve its statutory objectives and to
protect human health and the envi-
ronment.

The relatively modest increases pro-
posed for EPA over last year's funding
level will provide important practical
benefits. For example, our bill pro-
vides $50 million for the school asbes-
tos abatement program. The magni-
tude of the costs facing local schools
in their attempt to curb these poten-
tial hazardous conditions justifies a
Federal role in assisting school dis-
tricts in financial need. To insure that
any asbestos abatement work under-
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taken with these Federal funds are en-
vironmentally sound and safe, our
panel has included requirements. Spe-
cifically, under our bill any abatement
projects funded by the program must
be conducted by contractors that have
been certified by the States and by
workers who have received training
through programs approved by EPA.

H.R. 3038 also provides: additional
enforcement funds and staff positions
for the Resource Conservation and Re-
covery Act’s program which regulates
the handling and disposal of hazard-
ous wastes; a full-scale demonstration
of limestone injection multistage burn-
ing technology [LIMBI], a potential
acid rain reduction technology that
promotes cleaner burning of coal; $3
million for exposure assessment stud-
ies of toxic pollutants; $5 million for
State grants to expand innovative
State and local activities in inventory-
ing and reducing hazardous waste gen-
eration and a $2 million program for
estuarine management. These are just
a few important initiatives our sub-
committee has taken to assist EPA to
fulfill its myriad responsibilities.

I also want to mention, as my col-
leagues are aware, that our panel de-
ferred spending decisions on the Su-
perfund Program and the Clean Water
Act’'s Wastewater Treatment Con-

struction Grants Program pending en-
actment of authorization bills for the
two programs. As you know, the au-
thorizations for these programs expire
at the end of September.

I pledge, however, my strongest sup-
port for efforts to appropriate funds

for these vital programs as expedi-
tiously as possible once the required
authorizations bills advance through
Congress.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I want
to urge my colleagues to support these
modest EPA increases we propose. The
panel has provided EPA with the re-
sources necessary to continue its at-
tempts to meet its environmental man-
date. The benefits our citizenry will
reap from these moderate hikes in
EPA'’s budget demand our support.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to a
member of the subcommittee, the gen-
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. BONER].

Mr. BONER of Tennessee. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in strong support of
the Department of Housing and Urban
Development—independent agencies
appropriations bill. I particularly
would like to compliment the chair-
man of my committee, Mr. BoLanD, for
leading the members of the committee
through many difficult program
choices.

Let me underscore some of the re-
marks that have already been made
during this debate. The bill is below
the total amount of money appropri-
ated for the same departments, agen-
cies, and programs in fiscal year 1985.
In its entirety, the bill is more than $1
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billion below the amount appropriated
last year for these same programs. Ad-
ditionally, the bill is below the House
budget resolution allocations.

Within the level of funding provid-
ed, the members of the Appropriations
Committee have tried to make diffi-
cult choices between and among pro-
grams. As a result, the committee is
recommending funding for some pro-
grams that are higher than fiscal year
1985, but it has offset those increases
with corresponding reductions in
other programs. These recommenda-
tions, these choices, these decisions
setting priorities were made only after
the committee reviewed all of the pro-
grams in its jurisdiction. These were
not easy choices but we hope that our
colleagues here in the House will en-
dorse the recommendations contained
in the bill.

I would like to offer some comments
on the funding level recommended for
NASA. I joined a majority of my col-
leagues in voting to freeze funding for
NASA at the fiscal year 1985 level. I
certainly do not regret that vote. In
fact, I believe that the House vote to
freeze NASA's authorization increased
the scrutiny the committee focused on
NASA'’s budget request. In doing so,
the committee tried to assure a stream
of funding for those NASA programs
nearing a level of maturity while de-
ferring, where possible, those new and
young programs that could afford to
be deferred. In addition, the commit-
tee worked to assure adequate funding
for some programs whose delay would
result in significant cost increases over
the life of the program. This is the
case with the NASA recommendations
for the Space Station Program.

While I would have liked to fund
fully the request for the space station,
I believe the level provided for the
program by the committee is the mini-
mum necessary to assure that the
space station options are fully studied.
As my colleagues know, the inclusion
of man in the operation of the space
station and the full development of ro-
botics and automated systems is cur-
rently being studied. NASA has initiat-
ed these studies and their successful
completion is the first necessary step
to constructing the space station.

Several other NASA programs de-
serve the level of funding the commit-
tee has recommended. One of these is
the advanced communications satellite
[ACTS], a program which will contin-
ue the United States' lead in meeting
future communication needs.

For the Department of Housing and
Urban Development, the committee
has recommended what I believe is the
minimum necessary to meet our Na-
tion’s housing needs. Again, I join
many of my colleagues in wishing the
House could provide a higher level of
funding. But, in light, of the budget
constraints imposed by the House, the
level of support provided in the bill as-
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sures continued public housing, vouch-
ers, section 8 and section 202 units,
and adequate funding to support
rental rehabilitation and low-income
housing operational assistance.

Lastly, Mr. Chairman, I ask my col-
leagues to support the committee’s
recommendation for the Veterans Ad-
ministration. We are all well aware of
the increasing numbers of aging veter-
ans who may need medical assistance.
The bill continues this Nation’s com-
mitment to provide assistance to our
veterans, not only in terms of new hos-
pital and outpatient facilities con-
struction but also the medical person-
nel necessary to staff these facilities.

I encourage my colleagues to join in
support of the committee’s recommen-
dations. The bill reflects the commit-
tee's considered judgment on what
programs need and deserve funding
while complying with the votes earlier
this year to reduce Federal expendi-
tures.
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Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. BARTLETT].

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

During the debate, I will concentrate
on that portion of the bill that is in
the housing assistance program. I
have a chart to share with the Mem-
bers of the Committee to consider that
portion of the bill that is between the
fiscal year 1985 and fiscal year 1986
appropriations.

Several have said earlier that this is
a complex bill, and indeed, it is. I will
attempt to make it direct and straight-
forward.

Someone else said that we do not
have to have a freeze on each and
every line item, and I agree with that.
And what I have attempted to do is to
secure at least freeze level for that $10
billion of the total or aggregate sec-
tion of the assisted public housing or
the assisted housing programs.

Now I think the House understands
what a freeze level means. It means a
freeze level to where we spend no
more in the total in 1986 than we
spent in 1985.

What we have in the assisted hous-
ing portion of this HUD appropriation
bill is a nominal freeze on the surface,
but it is impossible that it could be a
freeze in reality because, in fact, when
you look at each program, line by line,
you discover that virtually all of the
programs have been increased, some
by as much as 100 percent, and no pro-
grams have been reduced by any sig-
nificant amount.

Let me share with my colleagues
precisely where the difference be-
tween the nominal freeze and the
bona fide freeze would be. First, in the
area of modernization of public hous-
ing, now that is the area that repairs
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existing units of public housing. It is a
good nrogram and it ought to be. Last
year, in fiscal year 1985, we spent $1.7
billion in that, but we did so, as the
House has historically done, by appro-
priating both the principal and the in-
terest in the HUD appropriation bill.
In the fiscal year 1986, we appropri-
ated $700 million, a nominal $1 billion
decrease, but the difficulty is we
change the accounting formula so that
we only appropriate the principal and
the interest is shuffled over to the
function 900 of the total Federal
budget, so we are spending the $900
million in another place off the HUD
appropriation, and yet we are counting
that $900 million saving for additional
programs.

The same holds true in the nonre-
curring items of the rent supplement
and rental assistance program. That is
a program which has essentially
ended. It is not a program to help
people or to transfer payments. That
is a program in which last year we ap-
propriated $1.6 billion for a one-time-
only conversion, and it was a conver-
sion of 236 units to section 8 units. We
had to buy out the contracts. All of
those contracts are now purchased.

Then we spent, in essence, of that
$1.6 billion, we spent $800 million.
That is a conversion that is already
completed. it is not a recurring pro-
gram. But the appropriations bill was
to take that $800 million and spend it
again in new programs.

What I will be proposing a little
later will be essentially to back both of
those accounting changes out of the
bill with three amendments to bring
the total appropriations down to a
true freeze of $8.9 billion. If you take
the $10.7 billion in new authority in
fiscal year 1985, reduce it by the $900
million of modernization, of interest
payments, reduce it by the $800 mil-
lion of rental supplements, which is a
conversion program, which has al-
ready been speni, there are no more
contracts to buy, then you come up
with a true freeze of $8.9 billion.

I will be proposing in essence three
amendments to come down to that
amount. I will be freezing the amount
of newly constructed public housing
units to last year’s level.

Now it is true that the administra-
tion proposed a 1-year moratorium.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. BARTLETT]
has expired.
® Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in strong support of the amend-
ment to be offered by my colleague
from the Housing Subcommittee, Mr.
BARTLETT.

This amendment would strike from
the bill $500 million which the Appro-
priations Committee has recommend-
ed be earmarked for new and unau-
thorized programs. To me, this is the
height of fiscal irresponsibility.
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This year both the House and the
other body agreed in separate budget
resolutions that we need to reduce the
budget deficit by over $50 billion this
year and by nearly $300 billion over
the next 3 years. Does it make sense
under these circumstances to approve
funding for unauthorized programs?
We are talking about $500 million for
programs which the full House has
not even had the cpportunity to
review.

Faced with $200 billion deficits for
as far as the eye can see, it is toually
inappropriate for Congress to be au-
thorizing any new housing programs.
We have had a hard enough time find-
ing money for programs that are cur-
rently operative and in dire need of
sustained funding. To allocate money
for new, unauthorized programs would
be irrespcnsible and would fly in the
face of reason.

As a member of the Housing Sub-
committee that has only recently com-
pleted markup of H.R. 1, the housing
authorization bill, I have had an op-
portunity to observe and engage in the
heated controversy that has surround-
ed committee deliberations on these
new programs. My colleagues, this is
neither the time nor the place to con-
tinue the debate regarding these new
housing programs—we will have that
opportunity when the housing author-
ization bill reaches the floor—but let
me just briefly say that many of these
proposed new programs are costly, and
redundant.

By way of clarification, in addition

to funding for the Department of
Housing and Urban Development,
many independent agencies also re-
ceive appropriations through H.R.
3038. For example, $26.5 billion is pro-
vided ifor the Veterans' Administration
and some very meritorious veterans
programs.
Of this amount, $14.2 billion is for
veterans compensation and pensions
and $9.4 billion is earmarked for medi-
cal care and treatment. Mr. Chairman,
I want to make it perfectly clear that I
believe we, as a nation, owe our veter-
ans a great debt. I have consistently
supported veterans programs. The in-
creased funding for veterans programs
in his bill recognizes the fact that in
coming years, millions of World War
II and Korean conflict veterans will
become eligible for and need veterans
health care. Therefore, my speaking
against one aspect of this, this com-
prehensive appropriations bill should
in no way be construed as a stand
against funding for important and nec-
essary veterans programs.

My colleagues, in closing, let me
stress, this House has not authorized
new housing programs, we have not
agreed on the need for new programs,
and we certainly cannot justify the
new costs of these programs. To set
aside money for programs that are yet
unauthorized would be irresponsible;
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and there are far better places in the
budget where the money could be put
to use. I urge you to support the Bart-
lett amendment.e

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the distinguished gentle-
man frem Connecticut [Mr. MORRI-
sonN].

Mr. MORRISCN o¢f Connecticut.
Mr. Chairman, I thank the chairman
of the subcommittee for yielding me
this time, and I want to start by com-
mending him and his entire committee
on bringing in a housing program, and
in fact an entire appropriation which
does the two necessary things that we
have to do in this budget and appro-
priation process this year.

No. 1, it coniorms itself to the
budget requirements. It is within the
budget, and it is comfortably within
the budget. And beyond that, it makes
the difficult choices to fund the pro-
grams that are needed in this country
that ought to be supported by Federal
funds.

First let us look at the budget
matter. We have had debate after
debate about freezing and limiting
spending, and I have been proud to
have been a part of that debate and to
try to take a leadership role. And one
of the questions that is always raised
is are we denying the proper flexibility
to reallocate funds from one area to
another but to stay within a reasona-
ble budget amount? The answer to
that has always been that the way to
do that job is through the budget
process. And in this appropriation and
in the response of this committee to
this appropriation we have just that
effect.

Today we have received, we under-
stand, on the House floor now as a
result of the resolution passed this
morning, the section 302(b) allocation.
We know what is available within the
budget that we have passed for this
committee and under its jurisdiction.

What we have before us is $3.4 bil-
lion below that level, so it certainly is
within the budget, and on top of that
the $4.1 billion beneath the spending
level for 1985.

The committee has reserved the
funds which may be necessary for
future authorizations in the area of
the EPA and the area of housing pro-
grams; $3.3 billion is reserved in its en-
tirety, and within the housing budget
a half billion dollars is reserved, and
not allocated based on future authori-
zations that may come from the com-
mittee of authorization jurisdiction.

These budget savings did not come
without a price. There are cuts that
are difficult to be absorbed. We have
$110 million lower spending in the
area of urban development action
grants, and $350 million less available
in community development block
grants, and a 25-percent cut, over $1.1
million in the area of revenue sharing.
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These are real cuts and they are real
reductions in Federal spending. They
hurt in the communities, but they are
the price we are paying for budget dis-
cipline.

As a member of the Housing Sub-
committee, I am particularly pleased
to see the maintenance of necessary
housing starts for the next year. We
have heard criticism by the prior
speaker about the budget level. Some-
how it is wrong, it is argued, that this
vear as well we are going to provide
100.000 new units of housing for low-
income and elderly Americans who
need it.

I do not think that anyone could
question the need. Certainly I know
that the hearings before our Subcom-
mittee on Housing have suggested that
this only scratches the surface. And 1
think most Members of this body
know that is true.

We have been able at least to freeze
and maintain the level of effort with
respect to new housing, and I think
that that is an accomplishment and it
ought not to be criticized. It ought to
be supported, and it certainly ought
not to be cut back by arguing that sav-
ings that have been made in other
areas, which may be less important,
cannot be used in this area to main-
tain our effort. In fact, that is exactly
what the budget process is about.

For that reason, I urge the Members
to support this appropriation as re-
poried. I want to note in particular
that with respect to the elusive 5-per-
cent pay cut that in some areas has
created problems, this subcommittee
has taken a responsible road and pro-
vided the funds in its appropriation to
cover that 5-percent pay restoration
which we all knew was never going to
happen in the first place.

The overall picture here is one of re-
sponsible allocation of limited re-
sources to do a job that is much in
need of doing. I commend the commit-
tee in its entirety for having brought
us this appropriation, and I urge the
Members of this House not to make
budget constraint into a fetish by
which each and every line item is cut
without looking at the picture as a
whole. We have now done the job of
putting our budget into our House
rules and making it effective. We have
got an overall target. We are meeting
that target.

Let us approve the bill.

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes and 30 seconds to the gentle-
man from Wisconsin [Mr. RoTH].

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

I have a message for the President.
Popular folklore has it that the Presi-
dent sometimes watches floor debate.
Well, Mr. President, I want to inform
you that this particular bill we are de-
bating today is $10 billion above your
budget request.
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Mr. President, you have often said
that if Congress does not do the
proper cutting, you are going to send
your surgeon to Capitol Hill to do
some real cutting.

Well, Mr. President, my advice
would be to send your surgeon and to
send him quickly. Some people may
tell you that we are not giving away
the entire grocery store, and that may
be true. But we are certainly giving
away most of the groceries in the
store.

This measure represents an improve-
ment over the housing authorizing
measure, HR. 1, in addressing the
needs of the low-income housing needs
of this country but it hardly resembles
a budget-cutter’s dream.

I regret, for example, that the bill
calls for doubling the number of units
of new construction. However, overall
it does recognize that we need to make
a switch from emphasis on new con-
struction programs to those which uti-
lize existing housing stock but it ap-
propriates entirely too much money in
the process. We cannot any longer
afford the convenience of sticking
with the same, tired old concepts, or
the impulsiveness of buying off on
fashionable new products. What we
can do is improve programs that have
worked in the past and streamline and
eliminate other programs. This bill
goes only so far, but not far enough, in
that direction.

I applaud the Appropriations Com-
mittee’s recognition that housing
vouchers are an imporiant component
of this Nation’s housing law and
should be retained. The bill before us
today provides for 30,000 freestanding
vouchers.

The Housing Subcommittee has
been slow to recognize, even after 10
years of experience, that this program
may be the best way to house needy
families. The Appropriations Commit-
tee has again had the wisdom to fund
this housing program.

During the Banking Committee
markup I successfully offered an
amendment to untie the voucher pro-
gram from rental rehabilitation. This
will help ensure that the vouchers we
are funding in this bill will represent a
fair test of the program.

Vouchers provide housing assistance
to eligible families at a lower cost than
any other housing program. They
allow an assisted family to obtain
decent, safe and sanitary rental hous-
ing and guarantee payment to the
landlord for a portion of the rent.
With the continued recognition of this
valuable program, HUD has been able
to assist more families than ever while
at the same time decreasing the assist-
ed housing debt.

Congress has an obligation to reduce
the Federal deficit while continuing to
help the most needy. We must act re-
sponsibly in affirming our Nation's

20213

commitment to provide decent, safe,
and affordable housing for those who
are needy. This must be accomplished,
however, within the context of fiscal
responsibility. I am confident that
these two goals can be met.

Amendments which will be offered
to the bill by members of the Housing
subcommittee will enable us to meet
both goals. I urge my colleagues to
achieve an honest “budget freeze” for
housing. The measure before us is by
no means a freeze. An amendment to
be offered by Mr. BarTLETT Will help
us achieve a freeze in assisted housing.

The bill allows for $500 million for
new program reserves, This is not the
time to be obligating funds to pro-
grams not yet authorized.

Also, this bill does authorize 10,000
new public housing units. Again, here
we need to recognize that the housing
needs of the low income can be best
served by utilizing existing housing
units, not by constructing new housing
projects. We should restore the 1985
level for newly constructed housing
units to 5,000.

It has often been said: “Little holes
will sink a big ship.” Well, this is not
just a little hole, it's $10 billion.

So I would advise that we take a re-
alistic look at this legislation because
it is very important if we are going to
keep the deficit under control.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from California [Mr.
CogLHO].

Mr. COELHO. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman.

Mr, Chairman, I would like to enter
into a colloquy with the chairman of
the Appropriations Subcommittee on
HUD and Independent Agencies, the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
Boranpl.

I would like to ask the chairman
about the administration’s $6 million
request for land for a national ceme-
tery in northern California. As the
chairman knows, the House has ap-
proved legislation directing the VA to
establish the cemetery on land in
Merced County, CA, a private owner is
willing to donate. Am I correct then in
assuming that the committee deleted
those funds because it now appears
that the VA will not have to pay for
the land—because the cemetery will be
built on donated land?

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. COELHO. I yield to the chair-
man of the subcommittee.

Mr. BOLAND. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
California is correct.

Mr. COELHO. One more point, Mr.
Chairman. It is my understanding that
the VA has the funds to begin design
and planning and can proceed with
this phase as soon as it acquires the
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land. Therefore, I would ask to have
some assurance that the deletion of
these funds is no indication of a lack
of support for this project. I would
hope that at such time as construction
funds are needed, and a request is sub-
mitted in a supplemental this year or
in the fiscal year 1987 budget, it will
be given due and favorable consider-
ation by the committee.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield further?

Mr. COELHO. I am happy to yield
to the gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. BOLAND. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding further.

Mr. Chairman, deletion of the $6
million in no way conveys a lack of
support by the committee and I can
assure the gentleman that any request
for construction funds submitted by
the administration will receive the
most careful review and sympathetic
consideration.

Mr. COELHO. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the assurance of the gentle-
man from Massachusetts.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3% minutes to the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. F1ELDS].

Mr. FIELDS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of H.R. 3038, the HUD-inde-
pendent agencies appropriation bill for
fiscal year 1986. Funding for a project
of deep personal concern to me and to
the 450,000 veterans in the Houston
VA Medical Center's primary service
area is funded. H.R. 3038 appropria-
tions $226 million for the replacement
of the Houston VA Medical Center.

Shortly after coming to Congress in
1981, the veterans of my district sug-
gested that I visit the Veterans’' Ad-
ministration Hospital in Houston. I
agreed. While I expected that the fa-
cility might not be optimum, I have to
tell you that I was not prepared for
what I saw.

1 was immediately struck by a glar-
ing lack of patient privacy. Bed after
bed was divided only by privacy cur-
tains. In fact, the joint Commission on
Accreditation of Hospitals has cited
the Houston Medical Center for lack
of adequate patient privacy. Toilet and
bathing facilities were limited and
were in deplorable condition. Handi-
capped access was almost nonexistent
in a facility which by its very nature
serves a large number of handicapped
individuals.

I saw many departments of the hos-
pital, such as ambulatory care, frag-
mented into different locations. The
outlay of the medical center was an ar-
chitect’s nightmare, with various
structures added on through the years
to try to keep pace with growing
demand and new technology. Because
of these piecemeal additions along
with an outmoded general design,
interrelated areas such as surgery and
intensive care were located wherever
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physically possible, not where func-
tionally efficient. Many of the hospi-
tal’s buildings were constructed in the
mid-1940's with a life expectancy of 15
years, yet are still in use.

Finally, 1 was appalled by safety de-
ficiencies such as inadequate smoke
detectors, sprinklers, smoke partitions,
and fire alarm systems. I could go on
and on, but time does not permit.

Since that initial shocking visit to
the Houston VA Medical Center, I
have returned numerous times. Each
visit rededicates me to the effort to
ensure congressional approval of ade-
quate funds to replace the Houston fa-
cility.

The Houston VA Medical Center
first appeared on the Veterans' Ad-
ministration 5-year facility construec-
tion plan of the 10 hospitals most in
need of replacement or modernization
in 1979. However, for 3 subsequent
years nothing happened. The Houston
facility was pushed aside in favor of
other hospitals below Houston on the
priority list.

That’s why I became involved. I felt
that the full story of our facility’s dire
need of replacement was not being
told, or not being told loudly enough.
In 1982, I arranged a meeting with the
then-administrator of the Veterans’
Administration. Several of my col-
leagues from the Houston area joined
the meeting. Later that year, I was in-
formed that, finally, the Veterans' ad-
ministration had placed Houston on
the advance planning fund for fiscal
year 1984 to receive $5 million for pre-
liminary design planning.

Last year, Congress recognized Hous-
ton’s need and appropriated $25.2 mil-
lion for working drawings and site
preparation.

H.R. 3038 would follow through with
the commitment Congress made to our
veterans last year by appropriating
$226 million, the entire amount
needed for the Houston VA replace-
ment project.

I urge favorable consideration of the
bill.

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Indi-
ana [Mr. HILER].

Mr. HILER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to voice a con-
cern about the way some of the num-
bers are obtained in the HUD portion
of this particular bill, in particular as
it relates to the assisted housing provi-
sions.

When we were marking up the hous-
ing authorization bill in both the
Housing Subcommittee and in the full
Committee on Banking, somewhat of
an extended discussion took place over
the accounting changes as they con-
cern modernization of public housing
units.
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I do not think anyone in the Hous-
ing Subcommittee or in the Banking
full committee or on the Appropria-
tions Committee today would say that
we are going to do less in moderniza-
tion for public housing authorities;
and yet we are showing in our num-
bers nearly $1 billion savings because
we are saying that rather than that
money being issued to the public hous-
ing authority with a, I believe it is a
20-year note and, therefore, putting
the total cost of the money going to
that public housing authority is not
only the actual money itself, but also
the interest cost over 20 years; now we
are going to treat it as a grant.

Now, the fact is that the Federal
Government still has to borrow that
money to give that money to the
public housing authority, and we have
switched the functions. Instead of that
interest being charged up to the HUD
budget, it is not going to be charged
up to the Function 900 budget, and we
then use that as a $1 billion savings to
spend in a different area in the HUD
budget to basically come up with our
saying that this is a frozen level for
HUD.

Mr. BARTLETT. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. HILER. I will be happy to yield
to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. Chairman, I
think the gentleman is saying that the
Housing subcommittee does not have
an objection to the new accounting
method. Our objection is to changing
accounting methods, to shifting $1 bil-
lion of spending to another portion of
the budget and then counting that as
part of the new spending level in HUD
appropriations; in essence, spending it
twice. That is the gentleman’'s objec-
tion.

Mr. HILER. Reclaiming my time, I
would say that is so, although I would
caution the gentleman, I am not
speaking for the Housing subcommit-
tee; I am speaking for myself, and I
think for the gentleman from Texas
and some others.

I had offered an amendment in the
Housing subcommittee that was ruled
out of order, which would have said
that the alleged savings that we were
going to get should not be then used
to justify funding new programs, and
yet still come up with the bottom line
of spending at a freeze level or below.

So I think that the Members of the
House should know that when we vote
on the HUD bill, that if this is not
changed, if we do not reduce the
nearly $1 billion that has been added
to the HUD bill to use this billion dol-
lars in savings; that you will be voting
for funny money savings. I think you
should be aware of that, and there will
be more discussion on that when we
get to the amendment process.
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Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. LuNDINE].

Mr. LUNDINE. Mr. Chairman, I
have read the fine committee report
that accompanies this bill. I was par-
ticularly pleased to find language
urging the National Science Founda-
tion to support the International Insti-
tute for Applied Systems Analysis,
known as ITASA.

ITASA was first conceived by Presi-
dent Johnson as a place were East and
West could meet and demonstrate that
we could work together on common
problems that require common solu-
tions. The Institute was later estab-
lished under President Nixon, with the
support of scientific bodies from a
dozen countries.

As a member of the Science and
Technology Committee, I have met
many American scientists who have
worked at ITASA. I have learned that
the Institute makes valuable contribu-
tions in tackling global problems like
overpopulation, world climate, and de-
pletion of energy, food, and water re-
sources. These are problems where
East-West cooperation is important
and noncontroversial.

I was fortunate to be in Vienna for a
meeting of the Inter-American Devel-
opment Bank last March. While there,
I led a delegation to ITASA’s head-
quarters and met Prof. Tom Lee of
MIT, the new director of the Institute.
I was extremely impressed by Dr. Lee
and I know that IIASA will continue
to make important contributions in
the future under his leadership.

Once again, I commend the Appro-
priation Committee for recognizing
the importance of ITASA. I strongly
support NSF funding for this valuable
institution.

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I take this time to respond to a
couple of issues that have arisen
during the general debate. First, let
me deal with the guestion of the so-
called accounting change.

This is a change in the way that the
modernization program is funded. I
emphasize for my colleagues that this
is a change requested by the adminis-
tration so that in adding this to the
bill and in changing the traditional
method of funding the modernization
program, we have simply acceded to
what the administration requested.

I would suggest, however, that the
consequences are a little different
from what those who have attacked
the accounting change, who have
questioned its saving, would have you
think.

The fact of the matter is, one does
save dollars when one buys for cash in-
stead of buying on the installment
plan. They get around that by seeking
to charge this account, alone of all the
accounts in the budget, with the inter-
est on the national debt.
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Now, if you wanted to charge ac-
counts that way, we would have not a
$300 billion defense bill but a $1,300
billion defense bill by the time we pay
off all the borrowing for the Defense
authorization bill that this House
passed earlier this year.

The fact of the matter is that as the
modernization program has worked in
the past, the Federal Government en-
tered into contracts with local housing
authorities to pay for 20-year borrow-
ing by the local housing authority;
and the Federal contract agreed to pay
both the principal amount of the debt
incurred by the housing authority to
conduct the modernization work and
the interest on that principal amount.
Depending on what interest rates were
at the time, that meant that the total
amount it would cost the Federal Gov-
ernment as it paid off on thai con-
tract, over a 20-year period, would be
approximately twice the cost of the
work; it has been a little more than
twice what the work would cost if we
paid up front.

Of course, as the gentleman points
out, if we pay it up front we have to
borrow money because we are having a
deficit this year and there will be in-
terest on that money; but when we
pay it over time and we have deficits,
we have to borrow more than twice as
much money; and we therefore have
to pay more than twice as much inter-
est on the national debt, because we
have bought on the installment plan.

Essentially what the administration
is seeking to do is to stop buying hous-
ing modernization on the installment
plan, to pay for it up front, and to save
money the way any household would
that pays for its goods up front in-
stead of buying on time.

Mr. BARTLETT. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. GREEN. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. BARTLETT. Rather than
debate all of the merits and demerits,
the point is, is without debating the
merits of the new accounting system;
of whether it is paid up front or on
the installment plan, all we are asking
is that it be an apples-to-apples com-
parison, so that however we accounted
for it, in fiscal year 1985, we account
for it in the same manner in fiscal
year 1986.

The Congressional Budget Office,
for example, has sent a letter in which
they conclude there are no net savings
in outlays to the Federal budget as a
whole, since the proposed financing
methods would simply cancel a host of
intergovernmental transfers.

The point is that all we ask is that
we compare, is that we calculate fiscal
year 1985 the same way we calculated
fiscal year 1986 so then we can come
to a freeze baseline; not that we calcu-
late them—the appropriations bill has
fiscal year 1986 calculated a new way,
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and it takes the $900 million that is
taken out and counts it as a savings.

Mr. GREEN. If I may reclaim my
time, the problem is we are not com-
paring apples; we are comparing dol-
lars. And when you compare dollars,
there is a real dollar savings from
paying cash instead of borrowing; any
family that has to make a purchase
either for cash or on the installment
plan knows which way it comes out.
That is why we have truth in lending
legislation.

Let me now move on, however, to
the question of the reserve fund. I
would like to say to the House that
this reserve fund is an effort on the
part of the Appropriations Committee
to accommodate the authorizing com-
mittee; in this case, the Banking Com-
mittee.
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It would have been easy enough for
us to sit down and write out $500 mil-
lion of items on which we chose to
spend the money. We have deferred to
the Banking Committee by holding
this fund in reserve so that its mem-
bers may fulfill their function under
the House rules and make a determi-
nation as to what housing programs
this House ought to have. But we have
been honest with the House. We have
told the House that we anticipate that
we will be applying this money to as-
sisted housing before the budget proc-
ess is over. I think that is the honest
way to do it. I do not think we should
be criticized for it. I think we should
be applauded for the deference we
have shown the Banking Committee
and for the honesty we have shown
the House by accounting for this situa-
tion in this manner.

Mr. BARTLETT. If the gentleman
will yield, I have a great deal of re-
spect for the gentleman from New
York, I work a great deal with him on
housing matters and I appreciate the
Appropriations Committee attempting
to accommodate the Banking Commit-
tee. What the Members of the House
would like would be for the Appropria-
tions Committee to acommodate the
435 Members of the House who have
not yet had an opportunity to review
the creation of these five new pro-
grams.

So we as Members of the House as a
whole would seek to withhold judge-
ment and to have a real debate on
those new programs before the money
is appropriated.

Mr. GREEN. If I can reclaim my
time, since I have only about a minute
left, before that money gets applied to
specific programs the house will have
two shots at it, once in the authorizing
legislation, when that is scheduled,
and once in any supplemental appro-
priation or continuing resolution when
we identify the reserve with specific
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programs. We are not denying the
House that opportunity. We are
simply alerting the House that it is
the intention of the committee to
come back to the House with specific
recommendations after we have heard
what the Banking Committee chooses
to do and the House has approved it.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gentle-
man from Texas [Mr. ANDREWS].

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, it
gives me great pleasure to note that
today the veterans' hospital replace-
ment project was fully funded by the
House. This hospital project will be a
critical link in our ability to provide
ongoing medical care to the veterans
in Houston and throughout my region
of the country.

According to the Veterans' Adminis-
tration, by the year 2000 the number
of veterans over 65 will more than
double to 9 million, making 2 out of 3
elderly males in the United States eli-
gible for Veterans' Administration
medical care. This hospital is a vital
part of the response to a dramatically
growing need. Qur veterans who have
risked their lives for our way of life de-
serve the best medical care available.
This hospital will provide such care.
We have faced difficulties and set-
backs in planning for this replacement
hospital facility. It is to the credit of
all of the people with whom I've
worked for so many months that at-
tention to the needs of American vet-
erans have kept those difficulties to a
minimum and helped in their solution.
This hospital means so much for
American veterans, and I am proud to
have worked for its funding.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as she may consume to the
gentlewoman from Louisiana [Mrs.
Bogces], a member of the committee.

Mrs. BOGGS. Mr. Chairman, it is
with a great deal of pride that I rise in
full support of this legislation and to
compliment the chairmian and the
ranking minority member, and all the
members of the committee and the
staff, for coming forth with a bill of
such a comprehensive nature that
deals not only with one of the largest
departments in the Government, but
with 17 of the independent agencies.
The particular care which is taken
with each of these agencies and with
each segment of the Housing and
Urban Development Department is ab-
solutely amazing. Sometimes some of
the best programs that this bill funds
are lost to the public view in the whole
comprehensive attitude of the bill.

It is imperative that we consider the
many good and measurable benefits of
NASA'’s programs when we consider its
budget. Most of the programs carried
out by NASA have benefits for our
country but are difficult to measure
when they are initiated. You have
heard about some of these programs
by some of my distinguished col-
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leagues. I would like to review one of
NASA's programs that I have support-
ed and have a special interest in that
it has produced remarkable and very
measurable benefits. This is NASA's
Search and Rescue Program—some-
times called the COSPAS/SARSAT
Program. This program saves lives.

In 1978, NASA requested a new start
to support their idea of developing a
system using polar orbiting satellites
to detect crashed airplanes and sink-
ing boats. Congress supported its re-
quest.

By 1979, NASA with its unique facili-
ties and people were not only able to
complete the design of the system but
they put together a team of U.S. agen-
cies including the Coast Guard, Air
Force, and NOAA and formed an
international team with France and
Canada. Later that same year they
formed an additional team with the
Soviet Union to jointly develop and
fund the system.

In 1982, after less than 4 years of
work, the first satellite [COSPAS 1]
was launched. Within weeks of the
first launch, while NASA was perform-
ing preliminary tests, the satellite de-
tected a red emergency in the wilder-
ness of British Columbia—and three
lives were saved.

Today, we have three Soviet and two
American satellites in orbit. As of this
raorning, 478 lives—(over one-half of
them American)—have been saved by
this program. The COSPAS/SARSAT
system has been declared operational
and nine nations are now participating
in the program. We will probably see
over 100 nations involved in the pro-
gram within 10 years.

So far 475 pilots, fishermen, and ex-
plorers have been saved by this NASA
program—a very measurable benefit.

When we consider NASA’s budget,
remember the Search and Rescue Pro-
gram as representative of the many
good things NASA does for our great
Nation.
® Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to join the distinguished chair-
man of the subcommittee, Mr. BOLAND,
and the ranking minority member, Mr.
GREEN, in bringing to the House floor
today H.R. 3038, the bill making ap-
propriations for the Department of
Housing and Urban Development and
independent agencies for fiscal year
1986.

I would like to take this opportunity
to thank the chairman, the ranking
minority member, and each of my col-
leagues on the subcommittee for their
swift and responsible action in report-
ing out this measure. This is the fifth
regular appropriation bill which we
bring to the floor this year. With very
few legislative days remaining in this
fiscal year, it is important that we
move as expeditiously as possible to
complete work on this and other bills
so that they may be sent to the other
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body and enacted into law before Oc-
tober 1.

This bill contains $57.8 billion in
new budget authority for the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment and 17 independent agencies for
fiscal year 1986. This is approximately
$1.011 billion below fiscal year 1985
enacted levels, and $10,352 billion
above the budget request.

The majority to the increase over
the President’s request, $11.4 billion,
occurs in the assisted housing account
where our committee has rejected the
proposed 2-year moratoriuin on all
subsidized housing programs.

While the chairman and the ranking
minority member have described some
of the important housing, community
development, environmental, veterans,
emergency management, scientific,
consumer and educational programs
and activities funded through this bill,
I would like to take a moment to high-
light a few of the programs which we
have included for fiscal year 1985.

For the Department of Housing and
Urban Development, we have recom-
mended $3.124 billion for coramunity
development block grants, the same as
the budget request and as assumed in
the House-passed budget resolution.
We have provided $330 million: to con-
tinue the Urban Development Action
Grant Program, a 25-percent reduc-
tion from the 1985 levels, but a signifi-
cant restoration of the President’s re-
quest for program termination.

We have restored the section 8/sec-
tion 202 level of 12,000 units at the
fiscal year 1985 level to maintain our
commitment to provide housing for el-
derly and handicapped Americans, and
have recommended $735.3 million for
the modernization of public housing.
In addition to the 100,000 incremental
assisted housing units, our committee
also recommends $75 million for the
Rental Rehabilitation Grants Pro-
gram and $75 million for Rental Hous-
ing Development Grants Program. We
have also recommended $20 miliion
for the Solar Energy and Conservation
Bank, and $1 million for the Housing
Assistance Council, the national non-
profit corporation which has been es-
tablished to increase the availability
of decent housing for rural, low-
income people.

Out of our $1.5 billion recommenda-
tion for the Environmental Protection
Agency, we have provided $1.5 million
to upgrade the national emissions data
system to make possible an accurate
inventory of industrial emissions relat-
ed to acid rain, an increase of $4 mil-
lion over the request for hazardous
waste and ground water research, $5
million for the Clean Lakes Program,
and $50 million for the School Asbes-
tos Abatement Program.

For the Federal Emergency Manage-
ment Agency, we are recommending
$631.7 million. Included in this total is
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$70 million for the Emergency Food
and Shelter Program and a continu-
ation of funding for the Neighborhood
Antiarson and National Community
Volunteer Fire Prevention Programs.

Our committee’s recommendations
for NASA total $7.66 billion, and in-
clude a minimum of $200 million for
phase B definition studies connected
with the President’s space station ini-
tiative. For the National Science Foun-
dation, we recommend $1.523 billion,
including $60.55 million for science
education activities. The fiscal year
1986 recommendation for the Veter-
ans’ Administration totals $26.503 bil-
lion.

Mr. Chairman, as you know, the ad-
ministration has indicated its opposi-
tion to the bill as reported by the com-
mittee. In one of his last “Dear Sil”
letters, our good friend, the young
slasher, the Director of the Office cf
Management and Budget, indicates
that the most seriously objectionable
increases are the $330 million UDAG
provision, $70 million for the Emer-
gency Food and Shelter Program, $99
million for the construction of major
Veterans’ Administration projects, a
$129 million increase over the request
for EPA operating programs and a
$279 million increase over the request
for Veterans’ Administration medical
care.

Mr. Chairman, as you know, the
committee has recommended deferral
of fiscal year 1986 action on four spe-
cific issues until such time as the ap-
propriate authorizing committees act
on matters within their jurisdiction.
These include: EPA wastewater treat-
ment construction grants, the Super-
fund, the Fair Housing Initiatives Pro-
gram and several additional housing
programs.

1 think that each of us is disappoint-
ed with one aspect or another of this
bill. Some of us would like to see some
increases for a change in assisted
housing programs for the elderly,
handicapped, and low-income. Some of
us would like to see new veterans med-
ical facilities for our needy veteran
population or additional funding for
science education at the precollege or
university level. I, myself, am sorry to
see just another $50 millicn going into
the acid rain research effort at EPA,
and I regret that I cannot stand here
proudly before you to explain a
strong, responsible control program
initiative. It is not here.

But in light of the need for fiscal re-
straint, the absence of necessary au-
thorizing legislation, and the clear and
continued responsibility which we
have to provide shelter, medical care,
environmental protection and scientif-
ic and technological advancement for
the citizens of this great country, I be-
lieve that we have before us a respon-
sible bill which deserves our support.

In over 20 days of hearings, includ-
ing testimony from more than 300 wit-
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nesses filling 9 volumes of hearings
and 7,500 pages, our committee has
crafted a fair and reasonable bill. In
light of the assumptions made in the
House-passed budget resolution, and
action which we await from a wide
number of authorizing committees, I
believe that we have acted responsibly.
I urge the support of my colleagues
for H.R. 3038.@

e Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chair-
man, during debate on the supplemen-
tal appropriations bil! passed by the
House on June 12, 1985, I compliment-
ed the leadership of the Appropria-
tions Committee for the restoration of
certain funds for the Veterans’ Admin-
istration, especially for veterans’
health care.

Again, I want to thank the very able
chairman of the Subcommittee on
HUD-Independent Agencies, the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. Boranp] and the distin-
guished ranking minority member of
the subcommittee, Mr. GrREEN, for cor-
recting some of the deficiencies in the
administration’s proposed budget for
veterans for the next fiscal year.

For example, the subcommittee took
the following actions:

First, it restored the 5-percent pay
cut throughout the agency, including
the medical care account, to prevent
what would be a very serious reduction
in VA staffing. The proposed pay cut
would have required a reduction of
6,767 FTEE in VA’s medical staff—VA
is already having to absorb a 1-percent
OMB imposed staff reduction of 1,916
FTEE in fiscal year 1986 and will have
to reduce current hospital staffing by
about 2,000 FTEE in order to fund ac-
tivations next year.

Second, it continued the staffing
level for medical care at the 1985 level
of 193,941. This follows earlier com-
mittee and House action approving
$152 million to maintain that FTEE
level in fiscal year 1985.

Third, it increased medical and pros-
thetic research by $8,760,000—some of
the most vital and effectively used
money available to the VA medical
care system to assure quality medical
care for veterans.

Fourth, it added the funds necessary
to fully fund the replacement hospi-
tals at Philadelphia and Houston. It is
very important that we continue to
upgrade the medical facilities
throughout the country, many of
them 50 or more years of age.

Fifth, it prevented the administra-
tion from eliminating the VA Nurse
Scholarship Program.

Sixth, it provided 13 FTEE for the
two pilot programs our committee en-
acted last year to provide vocational
training for certain seriously disabled
veterans drawing compensation and
pension benefits. We hope to get many
of these veterans off the unemploy-
ment rolls and back to productive jobs.
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These are some of the major differ-
ences between the administration’s
plan for veterans and that proposed by
the Appropriations Committee. All of
the recommendations of the subcom-
mittee are contained in the committee
bill and, again, I want to thank the
distinguished and very able chairman
of the full committee, Mr. WHITTEN,
the distinguished ranking minority
member of the full committee, Mr.
ConTE, and all members of the Appro-
priations Committee for their continu-
ing commitment to our veterans and
their families.@

The CHAIRMAN. All time for gen-
eral debate has expired.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I
move that the Committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore [Mr.
VeENTO] having assumed the chair, Mr.
PaneETTA, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of
the Union, reported that that Commit-
tee, having had under consideration
the bill (H.R. 3038) making appropria-
tions for the Department of Housing
and Urban Development, and for
sundry independent agencies, boards,
commissions, corporations, and offices
for the fiscal year ending September
30, 1986, and for other purposes, had
come to no resolution thereon.

WAIVING CERTAIN POINTS OF
ORDER AGAINST CONSIDER-
ATION OF H.R. 3037, AGRICUL-
TURE, RURAL DEVELOPMENT,
AND RELATED AGENCIES AP-
PROPRIATION BILL, 1986

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 232 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. Res. 232

Resolved, That during the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 3037) making appropria-
tions for Agriculture, Rural Development,
and Related Agencies programs for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1986, and
for other purposes, all points of order
against the following provisions in the bill
for failure to comply with the provisions of
clause 2 of rule XXI are hereby waived: be-

on page 9, line 13 through page 186,
line 11; beginning on page 22, lines 1
through 13; beginning on page 25, line 11
through page 26, line 8; beginning on page
27, line 12 through page 28, line 10; begin-
ning on page 29, line 11 through page 30,
line 10; beginning on page 30, line 21
through page 31, line 7; beginning on page
32, lines 6 through 13; beginning on page 32,
line 20 through page 33, line 4; beginning on
page 46, line 9 through page 48, line 8; be-
ginning on page 48, line 23 through page 50,
line 21; and beginning on page 52, line 7
through page 53, line 2; and all points of
order against the following provisions in the
bill for failure to comply with the provisions
of clause 6 of rule XXI are hereby waived:
beginning on page 22, lines 1 through 13; be-
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ginning on page 27, line 12 through page 28,
line 10; and beginning on page 46, line 9
through page 48, line 8.

O 1420

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield the customary 30 minutes to the
gentleman from Missouri [Mr.
TavLor], for purposes of debate only,
pending which I yield myself such
time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 232
waives points of order against several
provisions of H.R. 3037, the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, rural develop-
ment, and related agencies appropria-
tion bill for fiscal year 1986. The rule
does not provide for the bill's consider-
ation because general appropriation
bills are privileged under the Rules of
the House. Provisions relating to time
for general debate are also excluded
from the rule. Customarily, general
debate is limited by a unanimous-con-
sent request by the chairman of the
Appropriations Subcommittee prior to
consideration of the bill.

Despite the fact that the House and
Senate have not yet agreed to a
budget resolution for fiscal year 1986,
no budget waiver is necessary to allow
consideration of this appropriation
bill. As Members are aware, on July
24, the House adopted House Resolu-
tion 231 which deemed the House-
passed budget resolution to have been
adopted for purposes of the enforce-
ment provisions of the Budget Act.
This allows the House to proceed to
consideration of appropriation and
other spending legislation without the
necessity of a waiver of section 303 of
the Budget Act. Under the terms of
House Resolution 231, this and other
such legislation is subject to all the
constraints of the Budget Act.

The rule waives all points of order
against specified provisions of the bill
for failure to comply with clauses 2
and 6 of rule XXI. Clause 2 of rule
XXI1 prohibits unauthorized appro-
priations and legislative provisions in
general appropriation bills. Clause 6 of
rule XXI prohibits reappropriations or
transfers in general appropriation
bills.

The specific provisions of the bill
which have been granted waivers are
detailed, by reference to page and line
of the bill, in the rule. I also have a
copy of a letter from Chairman WHIT-
TEN further describing the provisions
protected by the waivers.

The sections granted a waiver of
clause 2 of rule XXI in title I of the
bill provide appropriations for a
number of research and extension pro-
grams. These include the Agricultural
Research Service, the Cooperative
State Research Service, the Extension
Service, and the National Agricultural
Library. Funding for the Dairy Indem-
nity Program is also protected from
points of order by the rule. In addi-
tion, title I contains language dealing
with section 32 funds which may con-
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stitute legislation in an appropriations
bill, and is therefore protected from
points of order by the rule.

Clause 2, rule XXI waivers are also
necessary to protect rural housing pro-
grams in title II of the bill.

In title III of the bill, clause 2, rule
XX1 waivers are needed for several
sections relating to domestic food pro-
grams. Title III also contains language
dealing with transfer of section 32
funds which may constitute legislation
in an appropriation bill, and is, there-
fore, protected from points of order by
the rule.

Title IV of the bill deals with inter-
national programs. Clause 2, rule XXI
waivers are needed for sections relat-
ing to the Public Law 480 Program.

Mr. Speaker, many of the provisions
which have been granted clause 2, rule
XXI waivers are in various stages of
the legislative process. In some cases,
the authorizations will be contained in
the 1986 farm bill not yet reported by
the House Committee on Agriculture.
In other cases, legislation has been re-
ported by the authorizing committee
but has not ye! been considered by the
full House. Since the authorizing bills
have not been enacted into law, the
provisions specified in the rule repre-
sent unauthorized appropriations in a
general appropriation bill. Therefore,
a waiver of clause 2 of rule XXI is nec-
essary.

The rule also protects specified sec-
tions of the bill against points of order
for failing to comply with clause 6 of
rule XXI. In title I, language dealing
with the transfer of section 32 funds
needs a clause 6, rule XXI waiver, as
does the language providing a transfer
of funds for the general sales manager
of the Commodity Credit Corporation.
In title III, the section providing for a
transfer of section 32 funds for the
child nutrition programs also requires
protection from points of order under
this clause.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3037 is an impor-
tant measure providing appropriations
for a variety of programs ranging from
measures to assist our Nation’s largest
industry—agriculture; to domestic nu-
trition programs, and food-for-peace
funds for Africa. The bill has broad bi-
partisan support.

House Resolution 232 provides for
expeditious consideration of this bill,
and I urge its adoption.

I yield to the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. TavLor] for the purposes of
debate only.

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 232
waives certain points of order against
the consideration of the agriculture,
rural development and related agen-
cies appropriations bill for 1986.

The purpose of this rule to allow
timely consideration of the bill, H.R.
3037, and it therefore waives points of
order that would otherwise lie against
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specified provisions of the bill for fail-
ure to comply with clause 2 and clause
6 of rule XXI.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. HaLL] has already pointed
out that this rule does not contain a
waiver of section 303 of the Budget
Act, because the House adopted House
Resolution 231 earlier today, and thus
alleviated the need to waive points of
order against consideration of this bill
for failure to comply with section 303
of the Budget Act.

Clause 2 of rule XXI prohibits ap-
propriations for any expenditure not
previously authorized by law and it
also prohibits legislation on an appro-
priations bill. The waiver recommend-
ed by the Committee on Rules is nec-
essary because a number of provisions
of H.R. 3037 contain appropriations
for which authorizing legislation has
not yet been enacted.

Clause 6 of rule XXI prohibits reap-
propriations or transfers in a general
appropriation bill. The waiver recom-
mended by the Committee on Rules is
necessary. Several items may be reap-
propriations.

Mr. Speaker, the various provisions
of the bill to which these waivers
apply are specified in the resolution,
and are provided because of delays in
enactment of the 1985 farm bill, the
1985 Housing Act reauthorization, and
the foreign assistance authorization
bill.

Mr. Speaker, the programs funded
by this appropriations bill have gener-
ally have been frozen by the Commit-
tee on Appropriations at their 1985
funding levels, and the bill covered by
this rule maintains current service
funding for most of our farm and nu-
trition programs.

Mr. Speaker, it is certainly not the
fault of the Committee on Appropria-
tions that the necessary authorization
bills have not been enacted into law,
and the action of the Committee on
Rules reflects this fact.

Mr. Speaker, there was no controver-
sy about this rule in the Committee on
Rules, and the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, the gentle-
man from Mississippi [Mr. WHITTEN],
and the ranking Republican member
of the Agriculture Subcommittee, the
gentlelady from Nebraska [Mrs.
SmiTH] appeared before the commit-
tee united in their request for this
rule.

Mr. Speaker, I strongly support this
rule because we are rapidly running
out of time before the beginning of
the new fiscal year.

Mr. BONIOR of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I wish to thank my friend
and colleague from Ohio [Mr. HaLL],
for filling in for me in my absence ear-
lier.

Mr. Speaker, I have no requests for
time and I move the previous question
on the resolution.
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The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
bill, H.R. 3037, and that I be permitted
to include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Mississippi?

There was no objection.

AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVEL-
OPMENT AND RELATED AGEN-
CIES APPROPRIATIONS BILL,
FISCAL YEAR 1986

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill—H.R. 3037—making
appropriations for Agriculture, Rural
Development, and Related Agencies
programs for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1986, and for other pur-
poses; and pending that motion, Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
general debate be limited to not
exceed 2 hours, the time to be equally
divided and controlled by the gentle-
woman from Nebraska [Mrs. SMITH]
and myself.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Mississippi?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr.
WHITTEN].

The motion was agreed to.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved
itself into the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill,
H.R. 3037, with Mr. VeEnNTO in the
chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first
reading of the bill was dispensed with.

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the unani-
mous consent agreement, the gentle-
man from Mississippi [Mr. WHITTEN]
will be recognized for 1 hour, and the
gentlewoman from Nebraska [Mrs.
SmiTH] will be recognized for 1 hour.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr. WHITTEN].

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may re-
quire.

Mr. Chairman, we come now to one
of the basic actions that the Congress
has to take each and every year. It has

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

been said that with less than 3 percent
of our people engaged directly in agri-
culture today that these few make it
possible for us to have food, clothing,
and shelter so that the rest of us may
have the standard of living that we
have today.

Historically, American agriculture
has been the custodian of our land for
present and future generations. His-
torically, American agriculture has
been our chief earner of dollars in
world trade. Historically, it is the big-
gest market that industry and labor
has, and the biggest employer that we
have. I hate to say it, but right now we
are in a serious situation in agriculture
and if we do not look after what is left,
the whole country will feel it.

Most folks do not realize that the
farm programs of the mid-1930’s were
to restore the purchasing power of
American agriculture.

BUDGET REQUEST

I would call attention here today to
the fact that there have been propos-
als that the Department of Agricul-
ture be abolished, and that the budget
submitted to us provides for the abol-
ishment of the conservation programs,
the programs that take care of our
land for the present and future gen-
erations. It calls for the abolishment
of rural housing and other rural devel-
opment programs, and recommends
that we abolish most direct farm lend-
ing by the Farmers House Administra-
tion at a time when banks and the
Farm Credit System are unable to
meet the need. It looks like in the
coming year the Farmers Home Ad-
ministration will be nearly the sole
source of money with which to farm.
The budget works toward abolishing
the Rural Electrification Administra-
tion. It would abolish all special re-
search grants, those where the Con-
gress has some say about what is done,
and where they report to the Congress
as to what they are doing. It would
abolish all the special programs of the
Extension Service, it would convert
the Farmers Home Administration to
a loan servicing agency and terminate
about 4,000 employees. It would con-
vert the Soil Conservation Service to a
technical assistance staff and termi-
nate 9,300 employees, and it would
reduce access to the feeding programs
such as school lunch and elderly feed-
ing.

That is what we had before us. Since
there is no way, without abolishing all
the programs of the Department, it
left us where we had to measure what
we recommend by the present year's
appropriation under which it is oper-
ating.

RECOMMENDED BILL

So I would like to say that our bill is
based on the 1985 levels. The bill is
under the House-passed budget resolu-
tion. It is within the 302 allocation.
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We recommend $36,396 million-plus
in obligational authority. We are $4.2
billion below the 1985 appropriation.

I would like to pause and say that
$9.2 billion will be appropriated to the
Commodity Credit Corporation be-
cause it is greatly depleted in its abili-
ty to meet its obligations.

As I said, it is within the 302 alloca-
tion. It is $916,000 less than the
budget. It restores the rural housing
program to the 1985 level, restores the
conservation programs to the 1985
level, it restores water and sewer loans
to $340 million and grants to $115 mil-
lion, restores the Cooperative State
Research Service and the Extension
Service to about last year’s level.

It restores special research grants. It
restores nutrition aids and urban gar-
dening, which gives our city colleagues
an opportunity to take part in the
debate in handling this program.

We restore the REA loan programs
and provide that the REA associations
shall not be sold except with the sup-
port of over half of the Members, and
provides that any loans to the Govern-
ment would have to be repaid, as pro-
vided by law.

We fully fund all the food programs,
and require a budget request for $665
million for school lunch, since it is an
entitlement program.

LEADED GASOLINE

Mr. Chairman, in our full Commit-
tee meeting on this bill, Mr. TRAXLER
and Mrs. SMiTH of Nebraska offered
an amendment to the committee
report regarding the Environmental
Protection Agency’s proposed ban of
leaded gasoline. Their amendment to
our report passed unanimously. When
the report was filed in the House the
language of the amendment was inad-
vertently omitted from the commit-
tee’s report.

The language that was adopted is as
follows:

The committee is concerned that the
Environmental Protection Agency's
proposed ban of leaded gasoline will
impose severe hardship on farmers
and ranchers, many of whom utilize
machinery powered by leaded-gasoline
engines. The Secretary will be expect-
ed to fully cooperate with the Admin-
istrator of the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency in conducting a study of
the use of fuel containing lead addi-
tives in gasoline engines which are
used in agricultural machinery and are
designed to combust fuel containing
such additives.

AGRICULTURE ESSENTIAL

Let me repeat again: Here we deal
with the relatively few who make our
high standard of living, the group to
whom we have to look to take care of
the soil and the natural resources that
we have. It has been the chief dollar
earner in world trade, and would be so
again if we will sell competitively as
we have the authority to do under the
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charter of the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration. Not only do we have the
right to offer for sale at competitive
prices, but we have the obligation, in
my opinion, to do so. At a time when
the world is begging for food, we are
wasting the big advantage we have in
providing for the peoples of the world.

We need again to restore the dollar
earnings of American agriculture be-
cause now we are running a trade defi-
cit of around $i00 billion a year. We
are buying that much more than we
are selling, and we need to restore the
purchasing power of American agricul-
ture.

EMBARGOES

In our bill, we ask for information
about what the effects of our policies
have been where we have set embar-
goes against exports. We have put em-
bargoes on the sale of soybeans at one
time, a market that we are finding
hard to get back. We had an embargo
on exporting grain. Now, if you were
the middleman, if you bought grain at
a time when we had an embargo
against selling to Russia and could not
sell it, we paid the exporter, but we did
not pay the farmer anything. There
have been years when we have not
used the mechanics of our Govern-
ment, through the Commeodity Credit
Corporation, to see that the product is
moved. We are asking them to give us
the information on that to see what
part it has played in the serious situa-
tion facing agriculture.

I say further that we have over 59
banks in rural areas that failed this
year. American agriculture owes $214
billion, and I do not know how, at
present prices, they are going to pay
the interest on that debt.

Mr. Chairman, our bill is within the
budget and within the allocation. We
are bringing you a bill to restore these
services so vital to the American
people. Mr. Chairman, this is a good
bill and I hope we will have the sup-
port of all the Members.

Mrs. SMITH of Nebraska. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
H.R. 3037, making appropriations for
Agriculture, Rural Development, and
Related Agencies for fiscal year 1986.

Let me commend my good friend
and colleague, the chairman of the
full Appropriation Committee and
chairman of the Appropriations Sub-
committee on Agriculture, Mr. WHIT-
TEN, for his leadership and expertise in
drafting a bill that significantly ad-
dresses the needs of rural America,
but yet serves an extremely broad
spectrum of constituencies. I also com-
mend the other members of the sub-
committee for their efforts to work in
a bipartisan manner on behalf of agri-
culture. Thanks are extended to the
staff for their outstanding assistance.

This bill funds our Child Nutrition
and Food Stamp Programs, sends food
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for peace donations to hunger-stricken
people in Africa and around the world,
and provides important assistance to
many Americans in our large cities
who participate in such activities as
the extension service’s Urban Garden-
ing and Nutrition Education Pro-
grams.

So this bill addresses many high pri-
orities, the highest of which is our ag-
ricultural production base. Before
pointing out major features of the bill,
let me take a moment to review the
importance of American agriculture:

Farming, with a work force of 3 mil-
lion, is the Nation's largest industry,
employing as many as the combined
work forces of the transportation,
steel, and automobile industries.

In all, fully 22 percent of our work
force, or 23 million individuals, work
in agriculture-related industries
throughout our cour:try.

Our export surplus of agricultural
products, which is estimated at $14 bil-
lion this fiscal year, is one of the few
bright spots in our $150 billion balance
of trade deficit—this in spite of the
overvalued dollar.

Let me briefly review key features of
the bill, particularly as they relate to
Members of this body:

Overall, the amounts in this bill are
within the amounts assumed in the
House-passed budget resclution.

Funds are included to restore Feder-
al employees pay to the status quo
prior to the 5-percent pay cut pro-
posed by the administration’s original
budget.

Funding for Soil and Water Conser-
vation Programs, which help to pre-
serve two of our most important natu-
ral resources, has been restored to
levels about the same as fiscal year
1985.

Farmers Home Administraiion farm
ownership, rural housing, and rural
development loan levels are nearly
identical to last year’s level. FmHA
farm operating loans total $3.4 bil-
lion—the same as the administration’s
budget request.

Rural Electrification Administration
loan levels are in accordance with the
agreement reached earlier this year by
the administration, the other body,
and the rural electrical cooperatives.

Nearly all special grants funded in
fiscal year 1985 by the Agricultural
Research Service and the Cooperative
State Research Service have been re-
stored in the bill, along with special
programs of the Cooperative Exten-
sion Service.

The levels of expenditure proposed
by this bill represent a bipartisan
effort of the Appropriations Commit-
tee and our Agriculture Subcommittee
to develop a balanced bill that is truly
fiscally responsible. Loan levels are
either frozen or reduced in nearly
every account, and expenditures would
be held to levels very close to the origi-
nal fiscal year 1985 levels.
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Therefore, I urge my colleagues to
vote for fiscal responsibility and con-
tinued support for these programs by
approving H.E. 3037.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 2 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, as chairman of the
Subcommittee on Agriculture, I wish
to express my thanks to the gentle-
woman from Nebraska [Mrs. SmiTH].
Nobody could be better informed or
more interested or work harder. She
makes a great contribution, not only
in this area but in many other areas.

I do not believe there is a better sub-
committee membership anywhere.
The subcommittee is composed of the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. TRAX-
LER]; the gentleman from New York
[Mr. McHuGH]; the gentleman from
Kentucky [Mr. NaTcHER], with whom I
have served for many years on the
subcommittee; the gentleman from
Hawaii [Mr. Axaxal; the gentleman
from Oklahoma [Mr. WATKINs]; the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN]I;
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. SMITH];
the gentlewoman from Nebraska [Mrs.
SM1TH], whom I mentioned; the gen-
tleman from Indiana, Mr. JoHN
MyYERs, who has given many years of
service here, though he is a very busy
Member in other activities; the gentle-
man from Kentucky [Mr. Rocers]; the
gentleman from New Mexico [Mr.
SKEEN]; and the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts, Mr. SiLvio CoNTE. I wish
to pay special tribute to my colleagues
who work on this subcommittee be-
cause they, too, recognize agriculture
as basic to the overall economy and to
the public’s well-being.

Mrs. SMITH of Nebraska. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 5 minutes to my good
friend and colleague, the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. MYERs].

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank my colleague, the gentle-
man from Nebraska, for yielding this
time to me.

Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure to
serve on this committee, not just for
the task we have in trying to help
rural American agriculture but for the
colleagues we have to serve with and
the staff that we have.

As Chairman WHITTEN and the gen-
tlewoman from Nebraska [Mrs.
Sm1iTH] have both demonstrated here,
the spirit is that we want to try to
help rural America. It is a rather diffi-
cult job, but we do it in a bipartisan
way—I guess I should say ‘‘nonparti-
san’ because there is a difference be-
tween bipartisan and nonpartisan. We
do it in a nonpartisan way because the
problems in rural America today are
:;oo important to let politics enter into
t.

I just took this off the ticker here.
Contract lows were established in
every pit in the grain market in Chica-
go at the close today. At the close, soy-
beans were off up to 5% cents; wheat
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was off up to 6 cents, 6 to 8 cents; corn
was off up to 3% cents; and oats were
off 2% cents. This is happening too
often. The market is continuing to go
down.

If you will look at the report—and I
know there is a lot of reading in these
committee reports—on pages 10, 11,
and 12 it pretty well tells the story
about agriculture and rural America
and its plight. If you will read it, it
says that prices received by farmers
have gone up roughly 50 percent in
the last 10 years; that is, on overall
prices, while prices paid by farmers
have more than doubled. The pressure
is on farmers to produce better today
gnd cheaper, and it is not always possi-

le.

This bill is a rather comprehensive
bill. It is unfortunate that so often
some of our colleagues point to the
$33 billion figure here in this appro-
priation and say: “Look, a $33 billion
handout to farmers of America for sit-
ting on their cans and going to Flori-
da,” or whatever it is farmers are ac-
cused of. And that is not true.

If you would closely examine our ap-
propriation bill teday, you will see
that more than 60 percent of this $33
billion is not related to help to farmers
directly; it is in feeding programs such
as the Child Nutrition Program, $4 bil-
lion plus; women, infants, and chil-
dren, $1.5 billion; and food stamps,
almost $12 billion. Those are three of
the largest items in our appropriation
bill.

So maybe it is a little unfair that
farmers get tagged today about this
huge appropriation, that we are bail-
ing out farmers or paying farmers nct
to work, which is not true.

But it is a big bill. I must say that in
the years I have been on the Appro-
priations Committee this bill has in-
creased rather significantly. But again
it has not been in helping farmers do a
better job or paying farmers not to
produce or providing for the many
programs that so often farmers get ac-
cused of. So much of it has been in
feeding programs and in research. And
research is very necessary.

The bill is under every expectation.
It is below the President’s request by
approximately $22 million, not a large
amount under the President’s request,
but it is under the President’s request.
It is well under last year’s spending on
appropriations.

The Members are all going to receive
letters, as we already have, from the
Office of Management and Budget. I
wouid be kind of disappointed and be
suspect if we did not get a letter from
OMB saying that the bill is not accept-
able to the administration. It troubles
me to get those letters because it is
the scoring, how it is done. We have
examined this, and what actually hap-
pens is that every time the Appropria-
tions Committee makes a savings and
cuts below the President’s request,
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that is never taken off, but every time
we change in priorities, adjust the dol-
lars from the President's request, if we
add to it, that is a plus. That is
charged against us in their scorekeep-
ing. But when we cut below, which we
did a number of times, we are never
given credit. So the OMB makes the
best of their world to make their case
look the best. They add it up, they add
to it and charge us if we go over their
expenditures, but they never give us
credit for the cuts.

As long as I have been on the Appro-
priations Committee—and the chair-
man has been there a long time, much
longer than I have, as well as several
other members, including the gentle-
man from Kentucky [Mr. NATCHER],
who has been there many years longer
than I—the House of Representatives
and the other body, especially the Ap-
propriations Committees, are going to
see things differently from the admin-
istration. And we should. That is our
job. If we have to rubber stamp only
what somebody else requests, why
have the Appropriations Committee?
Why have a House of Representatives?
Why have a Congress at all?

Of course we make some adjust-
ments. We live with it. We examine
each of these programs, and we make
judgments on what is best for rural
America because we are closer to it.

We have made some changes. But
this is the bottom line which I think
we have to be concerned about here.
We have the House-passed budget,
which is someplace between here and
the other side—and whether it will
ever see the light of day we do not
know—and we can only take that doc-
ument and last year's spending and
the President’'s request. We are under
all of them in this bill.

Mr. Chairman, this is a bill worthy
of the Members' support.

0O 1610

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to point out the situation
we have facing us and the basis for our
bill that we have here.

Mr. Chairman, Members are well
aware of the conditions facing Ameri-
can agriculture. Not a day goes by
without the press reporting on the se-
riousness of the situation. Bankrupt-
cies are prevalent, and loss of farms
that have been in a family for genera-
tions is commonplace.

What is equally disturbing is the rec-
ommendation for a new farm bill sub-
mitted by the administration which
would reduce farm income further,
would reduce production, and do noth-
ing to reduce costs to the farmer nor
to pass on a reasonable price to the
user of farm products.

Why don’t we let the user pay fecr a
reasonable support price for basic
commodities. It would be many times
cheaper to the Government and would
prevent the farmers from an unde-
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served tag of being kepi citizens. At
the beginning of the year, we would
remove to a great degree the uncer-
tainty of price. Industry and labor
pass on to the users what they get
under laws—through such laws as min-
imum wage, the right of labor to orga-
nize and of industry to mark up so
much above cost. Over the last 25
years these two have increased their
take of the user’s dollar from 49 per-
cent to 72 percent. The farmer buying
from them has 2n ever-increasing cost
and decreasing income, declining from
51 percent to 27 percent during the
same period.

What we pay to him is to offset the
increase of what the other two have
gotten. As with industry and labor, the
farmer should receive a fair return.

In export sales, we have to deal with
foreign governments. Why don't we
use the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion, a wholly owned Government cor-
poration set up for the very purpose of
dealing with foreign governments? It
worked before, why not use it now? All
countries sell what they produce and
don't need for what it will bring
except the United States. Why should
we hold an umbrella over world prices
and remain a residual supplier because
we don’t push for our normal share of
world markets?

If the Secretary rents 20 million
acres of land, at a cost of $11 billion
charged to the farmer, actually he will
give away a further share of our over-
seas market as he did when he lost 11
percent with the PIK Program.

Without meaning to, they would
cause a return to Dust Bowl days. At a
time when farmers are broke, they put
the buirden on him to take care of the
land when he cannot even pay his
taxes.

Recommended are programs paying
him a slight sum not to farm which
have the effect of giving our competi-
tors our normal foreign markets. At a
time when much of the world is
hungry it is proposed we limit our pro-
duction.

It is evident we are returning to the
conditions of the early 1930’s when no
farmer owned his land. It was owned
by insurance companies and banks.

Under some proposals Federal
agents will be authorized to go on a
person’s land to enforce orders of the
Federal Government in Washington.
Not just to search out illegal crops like
marijuana, but to see if farmers are
carrying out the orders of the Secre-
tary of Agriculture.

With our trade deficit over $120 bil-
lion a year, our national debt nearly $2
trillion, the Nation cannot afford a
return to Dust Bowl days.

All farmers know land deteriorates
far more if idle than if cultivated.
Today nonfarmers appear to be in the
saddle in setting agricultural policy.
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For those who would do what the
budget advocates, let them do it by
State law and not by Federal statute
Or program.

FORMER PROGRAMS EFFECTIVE

Mr. Chairman, few are aware of or
have taken the time to study the his-
tory of the farm programs. The farm
programs were originally enacted by
the Congress to restore purchasing
power to agriculture. For years, we in
this country provided a domestic sup-
port price by loan or purchase to
maintain a reasonable balance be-
tween the income of agriculture, in-
dustry and labor.

The Commodity Credit Corporation,
a $25 billion wholly owned Govern-
ment corporation, was set up to sup-
port such a system. The CCC charter
provided the authority and obligation
to support farm prices through com-
modity loans and purchases at prices
which provide a balance to the farmer
at a level comparable to labor and in-
dustry; and move supplies surplus to
domestic needs into world trade at
competitive prices, with credit ar-
rangements comparable to those pro-
vided for other U.S. products.

This approach had the advantage of
letting the farmer and his banker
know what price levels they could
count on when he planted his crop—
leaving cost and volume as the only
variables. It provided a strong and
well-financed mechanism to sell com-
modities surplus to domestic needs in
world trade on a competitive basis. It
also enabled the farmer to deal
through a Government corporation on
an equal basis with other govern-
ments, most of which use governmen-
tal boards or agencies to market their
production.

Another benefit of this system—and
a substantial one—was that the price
paid to maintain a reasonable balance
for the farmer came from the users of
his products, who on the domestic
level paid at least the support price
which assured the farmer of a fair
return on his production. In this con-
nection, it should be recognized that a
10-percent increase in farm prices
would add less than half a cent to the
retail price of a 54-cent loaf of bread
and only 5 cents to the retail price of a
$15.95 cotton shirt.

Under this program, farmers im-
posed on themselves acreage allot-
ments which applied to most basic or
storable commodities. However, in
1956, this approach fell into disuse.
Few people today remember it, and
few study the past. At that time Con-
gress had to step in and require the
use of CCC to move our commodities
in world markets at competive prices.

Perishable commodities, where one
year’'s surplus generally does not carry
over into the next year, were and still
are supported by section 32 funds—30
percent of tariff receipts on imports.
These funds are used to buy up sur-
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pluses for use in the School Lunch
Program, feeding programs for the
needy, and other such outlets. Unfor-
tunately, in recent years there have
been attempts in Congress to transfer
cash directly rather than commodities
or to divert the fund to other uses,
thereby defeating the intent of the
program and its essential price sup-
port benefits.

This farm program worked.

1t provided relatively stable income
to the farmer. It preserved our share
of world markets, since our competi-
tors knew that the United States
would produce and sell, with the re-
ceipts going back into the CCC revolv-
ing fund for continued use.

It is still in basic law.

It is not a two-price system. A two-
price system is one which results in
one price to the farmer for production
for the domestic market, and another
price to the farmer for production for
export. Use of CCC to support prices
and sell surpluses overseas competi-
tively involves only one price to the
farmer for his entire production.

This concept has now been twisted
around by opponents to discredit the
former farm program—one which
worked.

It should be recognized that support
prices and competitive export sales do
not represent a subsidy to the farmer.
Rather, they are used to protect his
market, and thus are a benefit to the
entire economy. They enable the
American consumer to enjoy abundant
quantities of high quality food at very
low prices and enable American indus-
try to retain its largest and best cus-
tomer—the farmer.

CONSERVATION OF NATURAL RESOURCES

Mr. Chairman, one of the most dis-
turbing aspects of the proposed 1986
budget is its virtual abandonment of
the Department of Agriculture’'s con-
servation programs. Next year’s
budget proposes to reduce the funds
and staff of the Soil Conservation
Service to one-third of its present
level. It eliminates all funding for the
Agricultural Conservation Program
[ACP] and the Forestry Incentives
Programs. It removes all funds of river
basin sureys and investigations, water-
shed planning, watershed and flood
prevention, resource conservation and
development, and Great Plains conser-
vation, all of which have contributed
so much to the Nation's conservation
movement.

These proposals raise several basic
questions which can be answered by
Congress and the people, such as: Can
this country afford to step aside and
let the very effective conservation
effort built up over past 50 years disin-
tegrate? Can we let up on our efforts
to prevent the depletion of our soil,
and timber resources at a time when
expanding needs for food and fiber at
home and abroad are placing increased
demands on the productive capacity of
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this country? Can we expect the
farmer to assume the full cost of pro-
tecting and conserving the land for
present and future generations, when
he is unable to even meet the interest
payments on his loan? Can we ignore
the mistakes of those civilizations
which have disappeared or are in the
process of disappearing because of fail-
ure to protect and preserve their pro-
ductive resources?
LESSONS OF THE PAST

A review of history reveals what
happened to those past civilizations of
the world which failed to take care of
their fertile lands, timber, and water
supplies.

Today’s terrible famine in Africa is a
present-day example of the results of
the failures to employ good conserva-
tion practices. Here again, the major
reason for this calamity is the neglect
of the soil, water, and timber resources
through the years. The lack of rain
during the past 3 years has brought on
the immediate crisis. However, contin-
ued deforestation, soil degradation,
population growth, and counterpro-
ductive Government policies have con-
tributed to the long-term decline in
the productivity of the past half-cen-
tury, have done so much to restore
and preserve the Nation's basic natu-
ral resources and the growing human
suffering which follows.

Our people and our Government
must ever be aware of the need to
maintain a strong and coordinated
conservation effort. They must realize
that the best investment they can

make in the future of this country is
the conservation of its real wealth—
the soil, the water, and the timber.

With productive resources, present
generations can feed themselves and
pass along to their children the means
to prosper during their lifetime. With
wornout land and depleted water sup-
plies, their descendants cannot sur-
vive, despite all else.
STRONG CONGRESSIONAL SUPPORT

Mr. Chairman, through the years,
this committee has believed that it is
absolutely essential to maintain the
conservation programs of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture at a level which
will ensure maximum protection of
the Nation’s basic resources. With the
backing of the Congress through the
years, it has restored severe budget re-
ductions and has increased budget re-
quests to assure an effective national
conservation effort. It has restored
budget cuts for the agricultural con-
servation program [ACP] more than
30 times over the years.

The committee can see no reason to
turn its back on these valuable pro-
grams now, as proposed by the 1986
budget. It cannot see the logic of
giving less attention to the foundation
of our national economy, so as to
spend more for less productive pur-
poses.
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CREDIT ASSISTANCE REDUCED

The proposed budget for 1986 seri-
ously curtails insured loan funds for
the Farmers Home Administration
which provides loan funds to those
farmers who are unable to obtain
credit from other sources. This propos-
al would also eliminate almost 4,000
staff technicians from FmHA offices
at a time when farmers are facing the
most severe financial crisis since the
Great Depression and need additional
assistance in meeting their problems,
not less. Many farmers are in deep fi-
nancial trouble. Many are facing bank-
ruptey. Many are unable to plant their
crops for the next year.

PHASEOUT OF REA AND FCIC SUPPORT

The 1986 budget also proposes to se-
verely curtail various USDA programs
which have done so much to improve
the quality of life in rural America. It
drastically reduces funds for the Rural
Electrification and Telephone Pro-
grams—the first step toward eventual
liguidation of these valuable programs
which have been so successful in
bringing essential electric and tele-
phone services to rural areas. Also, it
sharply reduces loan and grant funds
for water and sewer facilities and rural
housing. Further, under proposed leg-
islation, the administration would
phase out Federal administrative and
premium support for the Federal Crop
Insurance Program. This would in-
crease the farmer’s crop insurance pre-
miums at a time when he is unable to
assume any additional expenses.
About 80 percent of the land area of
our country, four times the area in our

major cities and encompasses thou-
sands of cities and towns. This area of
the country and its residents must
have equal treatment.

FARM ECONOMY CONTINUES TO DECLINE

Although the Nation’s total econo-
my has expanded greatly through the
years, the farm economy has declined.
Since 1968, the Gross National Prod-
uct [GNP] has increased 331 percent,
from $831 billion in 1968 to $3,581 bil-
lion in 1984. During this same period,
net farm income went up only half
that amount—152 percent, from $12.3
billion in 1968 to an estimated $31.0
billion in 1984.

While the national income level rose
from $722.5 billion in 1968 to $2,450
billion in 1982—an increase of 240 per-
cent—income to the farm sector went
up only one-third of that amount—80
percent. During the period, gross farm
income doubled while farm production
expenses tripled, leaving a greatly de-
creased share for the farmer.

FARM INCOME

During the past decade, gross farm
income increased 70 percent while
farm production expenses went up 90
percent, leaving less net income to the
producer. Net income reached a high
of $31 billion in 1981, but then
dropped nearly 50 percent to a low of
$16 billion in 1983.
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During the hearings on the 1986
budget, the Secretary of Agriculture
estimated that net farm income for
1985 will be between $19 and $24 bil-
lion—a reduction of $10 billion from
1984 and close to the disastrously low
level of 1983.

FARMER'S SHARE OF FOOD DOLLAR

Since 1946, the farmer's share of the
dollar has decreased nearly 50 percent,
from 51 percent to 27 percent, while
the share taken by those between the
farmer and the consumer has nearly
doubled, from 49 percent to 73 per-
cent. Thus, while the farmer’s income
has gone down, the cost of what he
must buy from industry and labor has
gone up, leaving less and less for him
to run his farm and support his
family.

FARM DEBET A GROWING FROBLEM

Mr. Chairman, as of January 1, 1985,
the farm debt totaled $212 billion—an
increase of $159 billion—300 percent—
over 1970. About half the debt is for
real estate loans, the balance covers
non-real estate and CCC loans. This is
a very heavy debtload for the farmers
to carry under today's depressed farm
conditions and high interest rates.

Due to loss of income on one hand
and inflated expenses on the other, an
increasing number of farm producers
are existing from one crop year to the
next entirely on credit. Many have
had to mortgage all of their assets
each year to plant their next crop.
They are in effect working for their
bankers, since they have no equity
left. Many remain on the farm only
because they prefer farming as a way
of life, not as a way to support their
familes.

FAMILY FARMS IN TROUBLE

Large farms units—those with
annual sales of $500,000 or more—and
small farms which depend largely on
off-farm income are relatively solvent.
The current debt crisis is affecting pri-
marily the family farms with annual
sales of $40,000 to $500,000, which pro-
vide an important part of the Nation’s
supplies of food and fiber. About
229,000—34 percent—of these middle-
size farms with debt-to-asset ratios of
40 percent or more are in serious fi-
nancial trouble, many facing bank-
ruptcy. Those in the deepest trouble
are located in the Corn Belt, Lake
States, and Northern Plains.

FALLING LAND VALUES

Declining farm income, and falling
land values reflecting the reduced
earning power of farmland, are largely
responsible for the present -credit
crisis. The value of farm real estate
which provides the main collateral to
support farm loans has declined 10
percent since 1981. In the Corn Belt
land values have fallen 30 to 50 per-
cent. As a result, many farmers face
bankruptcy and many more are unable
to put this year's crop into the ground
at planting time.
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LOAN DELINQUENCIES AND LOSSES

Loan delinquencies of the Farmers
Home Administration, which holds 9
percent of farm real estate debt and 15
percent of farm operating debt, are at
an alltime high. As of April 1985, 41
percent of its borrowers were delin-
quent some $5.4 billion.

Also, the Farm Credit System is
under financial stress; 11 production
credit associations PCA's have been
liquidated and 39 PCA's have been
merged to maintain liquidity. In 1983,
PCA losses totaled $253 million, over
40 percent of all losses sustained in its
50-year history. Losses increased to
$370 million in 1984, a serious strain
on PCA reserves.

The Governor of the Farm Credit
Administration summed it up in the
following words: “In my 8 years of
coming before you * * * this is an ex-
tremely critical year. PCA's and Feder-
al land banks are facing serious cash
flow problems. The next 2 to 3 years
are crucial.”

IMPACT ON RURAL AND URBAN AMERICA

Mr. Chairman, the impact of the
current farm crisis on rural America is
growing as increasing numbers of pro-
ducers are being forced off their
farms. Equipment dealers, hardware
stores, feed, seed, and fertilizer deal-
ers, and many Main Street merchants
in small, rural towns are going broke
along with the farmer.

Rural banks, which represent 28 per-
cent of all U.S. banks, are also in trou-
ble. An increasing number are facing
bankruptcy. As of January 1, 1985, 837
of the Nation’'s banks were considered
by the FDIC to be problem banks. Of
these, 306—37 percent—were agricul-
tural or rural banks with 25 percent of
their loans agriculture-related.

The media is full of examples of
rural communities which are begin-
ning to dry up, especially in the Mid-
west. Press and TV provide a frighten-
ing picture of the threat to the agri-
cultural heartland of the United
States—an area which has helped
greatly to feed the entire world. They
provide ample evidence of what can
happen to the national economy if its
foundation—agriculture—crumbles.

URBAN PEOFLE ALSO AFFECTED

People in the cities are also begin-
ning to feel the impact of the farm
crisis. Companies which provide the
equipment and supplies needed to op-
erate the farms and produce the crops
are having to curtail their operations
and reduce the number of their em-
ployees.

FUTURE OF AMERICAN AGRICULTURE

Despite agriculture’s magnificent
contribution to the strength of the
United States and the welfare of its
people, the future of the family farm
which made this possible is not en-
couraging. Faulty Government poli-
cies, failure to protect the farmer’s in-
terest, and lack of official and public
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understanding and support have made
farming a far less desirable and re-
warding occupation and way of life
than in the past.

Only about 3 percent of our people
live on the farm today. The other 97
percent, who enjoy the highest stand-
ard of living ever known to man, take
their food supply for granted. They
often fail to realize that the farmer
must have a fair return for his invest-
ment and labor if he is to continue to
provide their basic necessities—food,
clothing, and shelter. Many overlook
the fact that the low food prices they
enjoy in this country come at the ex-
pense of the farmer who must face
ever-expanding production costs with
a declining share of the consumer food
dollar.

FARM VALUE OF FOOD DOWN

For the wheat in a 54-cent loaf of
bread or the corn in a 56-cent package
of cornflakes, the farmer receives only
4 cents. The farm value of the cotton
in a $15.95 shirt is only 50 cents, about
3 percent of the retail price. If the
farm price of wheat and cotton were
increased by 10 percent, it would add
less than half a cent to the retail price
of a loaf of bread and only 5 cents to
the retail price of a cotton shirt.

AGRICULTURE—NATION'S LARGEST INDUSTRY

Mr. Chairman, agriculture is the Na-
tion's main generator of new wealth.
It is estimated that each dollar taken
from the soil multiplies seven times as
it travels through the Nation’s finan-
cial system. In 1982, agriculture ac-
counted for 19.8 percent of gross na-
tional product, compared with 5.1 per-
cent for the auto industry and 2.6 per-
cent for housing.

Agriculture is the country's largest
industry. Its assets of over $1 trillion
are equal to 70 percent of the total for
all manufacturing corporations in the
United States. Some 22 million people
work in some phase of agriculture,
from growing food and fiber to selling
it at the supermarket or the export
market. The number of such workers
equals the combined total for trans-
portation, the steel industry, and the
automobile industry.

For the benefit of all—farmer, con-
sumer, industry, and labor—the impor-
tance of agriculture to our society and
our economy must be recognized and
perpetuated. The American farmer
must have egual opportunity under
the law to maintain a balance with all
other segments of the Nation's econo-
my. The future strength and prosperi-
ty of this country depends on this.

Mrs. SMITH of Nebraska. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 5 minutes to my good
friend, the gentleman from New
Mexico [Mr. SKEEN].

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding this
time.

I want to begin by saying that as a
new member on the Agriculture Ap-
propriations Committee that it has
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been very instructional. I have served
on the full Agriculture Committee of
the House prior to going to this assign-
ment.

I want to say at the outset that
under the adroit leadership of our
chairman, the gentleman from Missis-
sippi [Mr. WHITTEN], and in concert
with our colleagues and with good
staff representation as well, I think it
is probably one of the most responsive
committees that I have ever served on,
because we are in a crisis in agricul-
ture. I do not think that anyone would
deny that who knows what the situa-
tion is or who has had any contact
with it.

For most Americans, that is a very
superficial contact because so few
people today are involved directly in
agriculture. Just a little over 3 percent
of our entire population produces the
food and fiber that we use in this
country. We are so sophisticated that
lots of times we take this for granted,
because it is there and in abundant
supply, it is well packaged, it is attrac-
tive, and it is there once again in great
abundance.

As a matter of fact, that has been
one of our problems, the iremendous
abundance that we produce in agricul-
ture goods in the United States.

But I do want to say this, at this
time we do have an economic crisis in
agriculture, that this committee has
risen to the challenge each time. I
want to commend the chairman and
the other members of the committee,
as well as the staff, because just the
other day we extended the CCC au-
thority. The initiative was begun here
and I think that took care of a situa-
tion that could have been very costly
for farmers, particulary in the winter
wheat producing country, because
without that authority the sales would
have completely stopped, the cash
flow which is so essential in operating
agricultural enterprises today would
have been stopped.

Along with that I want to mention,
too, and everybody gets a little grin
out of this when you mention it, the
grasshopper program, but an extreme-
ly critical issue to many of the States
in the West and the Northwest. This
committee once again rose to that
challenge and took care of that prob-
lem in a timely fashion ahead of the
incident itself, because the hatch
looked good.

So I just want to take this opportu-
nity to say it has been a pleasure to
serve on that committee. I think we
have done very valuable work. I think
we have got a good agriculture appro-
priation bill here today.

One of the things that it is is for-
ward looking. It is saying that we have
a tremendous future in agriculture, no
matter how dark the situation may
look today. We are still going to take
care of agricultural research and the
conservation measures that we feel are
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one of our primary responsibilities and
that is included in this bill today, not
just farm credit, not just the economic
things, but the future of agriculture in
the United States

I want to commend the members of
the committee and those members of
the staff who served with us. It has
been a real pleasure to operate with
them.

I think we have a good bill here and
I urge its adoption.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the ranking member
of the committee, the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. TRAXLER].

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in complete support of H.R. 3037,
the bill making appropriations for the
Department of Agriculture and related
agencies for fiscal 1986. This bill de-
serves the support of all of our col-
leagues because it is fiscally prudent
while meeting the many important di-
verse needs of those who depend upon
the programs administered by the De-
partment of Agriculture.

I want to compliment the distin-
guished chairman of both the full Ap-
propriations Committee and the Agri-
culture Subcommittee, Mr. WHITTEN,
for his marvelous leadership in a very
difficult task. I also want to express
my appreciation to our distinguished
ranking minority member, Mrs. SMITH
of Mebraska, who consistently puts the
interest of American agriculture first,
and enables us to come forward with a
truly bipartisan bill.

There is no question that American
agriculture continues to face great dif-
ficulties. The work on this appropria-
tion, as well as the work on the 1985
farm bill clearly reflect our concern
that something must be done to ad-
dress the serious problems our farmers
face so that we can continue to have
the most akundant food supply in the
world.

I must say at this point, however,
that I am somewhat disheartened by
the fact that despite that our action
was completed last week on an emer-
gency supplemental appropriation for
the Commodity Credit Corporation to
keep farm price support payments
coming, the President has as of late
yesterday still not signed the measure
into law. This is certainly an urgent
situation, and I would implore the
President to recognize this fact on this
bill and any further supplemental
action we might have to take.

Mr. Chairman, the bill before us
today is $4.2 billion below the fiscal
1985 appropriation for the Depart-
ment of Agriculture. It is also slightly
below the amount requested by the
President in total, while responding to
the concerns of the hundreds of wit-
nesses who appeared before our sub-
committee during our 2 months of
hearings. The priorities may not be
the same as those in the President’s
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budget, but they are in keeping with
what the people we all represent say
they want.

I want to take some time here to de-
scribe some of the programs that are
of particular significance to the people
I represent, and, indeed, to our entire
Nation.

We have heard a lot about efforts by
the Environmental Protection Agency
to ban leaded gasoline over the next
few years. Last year as part of our
work on the HUD-independent agen-
cies appropriations bill, the report di-
rected EPA to review the adverse ef-
fects of such a ban on farmers who
frequently own older vehicles that use
leaded gasoline. The ban will provide a
particular hardship to them. The full
Appropriations Committee last week
directed EPA to work with the Secre-
tary of Agriculture to conduct a study
of the use of leaded fuel in gasoline
engines used in agricultural machinery
to analyze mechanical difficulties asso-
ciated with the use of other fuels, and
the impact of a ban on leaded fuels on
farmers. We expect the Secretary of
Agriculture to take close note of this
directive which is found in House
Report 99-212, and sanctioned during
our discussions of the agricultural ap-
propriations bill.

There is no question that the future
of agriculture depends in large part
upon the results of research and ex-
tension activities. This is why, in my
view, these programs deserve special
consideration in any budget. They are
plans for the future, and we are all in-
terested in the future.

It was necessary for us to make sev-
eral restorations in these accounts.
The cuts were not in the best interest
of our Nation. The restorations are.
But we did not provide any major in-
creases in these accounts either, recog-
nizing the fiscal limitations our Nation
faces.

It is particularly important to those
of us around the Great Lakes to have
the restoration of $200,000 for the
continued assessment of dioxin and
other contaminants in the Great
Lakes. We need to be vigilant about all
dangers from chemical residues, and it
is vital that we do more to understand
the possible health risks of these sub-
stances before they enter the food
chain.

For the Cooperative State Research
Service, we were forced to make some
hard choices. The hardest one we had
to make was to not provide for an in-
crease in the Hatch Act formula re-
search funds. This action is in line
with the President’s budget proposal,
and is also consistent with our action
throughout the entire bill. I know that
many State research stations are in
need of additional research funds, and
I truly wish that the time was right to
provide an adequate increase, but that
is one of the good things that will
have to wait while we in the House
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make serious efforts to reduce the
Federal budget deficit.

We were able to restore a number of
special research grants that are of spe-
cial interest to Michigan, including
funding for the Saginaw Valley Bean
and Beei Research Farm, dairy and
beef photoperiod research, blueberry
shoestring virus research, potato re-
search, asparagus yield decline re-
search, stone fruit decline research,
and wood utilization research.

I want to call special attention to
the wood utilization research project
which involves a cooperative effort be-
tween Michigan State University and
Purdue University. Given the exten-
sive forest lands in Michigan, it is im-
portant that adequate work be done to
appropriately use and replenish a sig-
nificant resource.

We were also able to fund four new
research projects under the Special
Research Grants Program this year.
One of these projects will provide
$100,000 for the initiation of an apple
quality research program in Michigan.
This project is designed to improve
apple quality at the level of produc-
tion, handling, storage, packaging, and
distribution. Work will also be done re-
garding grading, sorting, and packag-
ing of apples.

We reduced funding for the Com-
petitive Grant Program by $12 million,
from $46 to $34 million. Since this
funding involves totally new projects
each year and these projects are usual-
ly not of an emergency nature, it is
possible to reduce this funding with-
out impairing the ability to do crucial
research.

We also did not provide any increase
in Smith-Lever formula funding under
the Extension Service. Our reasoning
here was the same as with Hatch fund-
ing under CSRS. I personally would
have preferred increasing this ac-
count, but our budget situation does
not allow us our personal preferences.

We did manage, however, to restore
the shortsighted efforts to eliminate
funding for all oi the Smith-Lever 3(d)
projects, like the Expanded Food and
Nutrition Education Program, the
Farm Safety Program, the Urban Gar-
dening Program, and the Integrated
Pest Management Program. The
strong public support for these efforts
would not allow us in good conscience
to go along with the President's rec-
ommendation to eliminate funding for
these projects.

I am sorry, however, that we were
not able to restore funding for the Re-
newable Resources Extension Pro-
gram. I personally understand the im-
portance of this program, and I am
very hopeful that in the remainder of
the budget process we might find a
way to restore funding for this pro-
gram.

We were also able to restore a
number of reductions proposed for the
Animal and Plant Health Inspection
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Service. Of primary importance is the
restoration of funding for the Brucel-
losis Eradication Program. It seems as
if this is a battle we face each year be-
cause certain individuals are simply
philosophically opposed to this pro-
gram. Fortunately the Appropriations
Committee is more interested in re-
sults, and it is based on the success of
this program, as well as the remaining
task, that we restored funding.

Another battle we face each year in-
volves funding for the Animal Welfare
Program. The amount of mail I have
received in support of restoring funds
for this program is absolutely incredi-
ble. Each year during our hearings I
have been able to point out to APHIS
personnel that the law does not allow
States and private organizations to en-
force the provisions of the Animal
Welfare Act, as the administration
persistently proposes. The results of
adopting any reduction in funding for
this program would quite simply mean
that our animal welfare efforts would
be significantly diminished.

I am also pleased that we were able
to restore funding for the Agricultural
Cooperative Service. We understand
quite well that this agency is doing all
that it can with its limited resources to
help foster the development and ex-
pansion of farmer cooperatives. This is
support that is vitally needed as we
work to help expand market opportu-
nities for our farmers.

In title II, we restored a great
number of rural loan and grant pro-
grams, both for farmers and for com-
munities. Now is not the time to cut
off the resource helping so many
farmers stay in production, and all of
these programs have a role to play in
this regard. We cannot afford to
forget the programs that serve rural
communities, like water and sewer pro-
grams, because the quality of life in
rural areas is just as important as it is
in urban areas.

We also restored funding for the
Rural Electrification Administration,
compared to the President’s request.
The funding is below the fiscal 1985
levels in some of the REA programs in
recognition of our tight budget situa-
tion, and reflects the best estimates of
actual needs for the REA programs. I
want to extend my personal compli-
ments to the National Rural Electric
Cooperative Association for their sin-
cerity in working toward funding rec-
ommendations which meet both the
needs of rural areas and Federal
budget constraints. Let no one say
that this group was more interested in
its own concerns than in our Nation.

We also rejected some extremely dis-
astrous proposals to reduce total fund-
ing for the Soil Conservation Service
by about one-third. The job of conser-
vation is never over because the forces
of nature continue to work on chang-
ing our resources, and all too often in-
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dividuals fail to recognize the need to
work with and not against nature. The
Soil Conservation Service works to
help everyone develop this under-
standing.

I am particularly pleased that we
were able to provide $60,000 to start a
study of back irrigation through exist-
ing drainage systems to avoid the need
for taking water from ground wells for
irrigation purposes in the Thumb and
Saginaw Bay area of Michigan. This
project will serve as a model for the
Nation in demonstrating a new and in-
novative way to provide water for our
farmers while taking action to avoid
risks to water supplies.

And it should be no surprise to
anyone that we once again restored
funding for the most basic of all con-
servation programs, the Agricultural
Conservation Program. The local
nature of this program enables every
part of the Nation to tailor conserva-
tion practices to individual situations.
The continued efforts to eliminate
this program have failed once again
because we continue to recognize the
value of ACP, and the fact that the
job is not yet done.

Title III provide all of the funding
for our domestic feeding programs. In
a Nation as rich as ours, we have a
moral obligation to try to share our
abundance with those who do not
have the personal ability to obtain
adequate food for themselves and
their families.

It is true that this is a very major
component of this appropriation bill,
and it is equally true that these pro-
grams face the same budget limita-
tions that I described for other compo-
nents of the bill. We have operated
under a very simple and straightfor-
ward policy in developing this compo-
nent of the bill: We fund programs
based on current provisions of law,
and we do so to our best ability so that
no one need be removed from a pro-
gram unnecessarily. We know that
there are changes proposed for the
various feeding programs, both in H.R.
7 and in the farm bill title dealing
with Food Stamps and the Commodity
Supplemental Feeding Program. But
we do not know the final design of
these modifications because neither of
these measures has received full con-
sideration by the House and Senate,
and we cannot responsibly base our
funding on uncertain provisions.

In many areas the President's
budget request understates the fund-
ing requirements for these programs.
We have allowed for this fact by pro-
viding certain increases over the
budget request, while holding these in-
creases to the maximum necessary to
meet current service requirements.

As I have in the past, I want to call
particular attention to the section of
this title which provides funding for
the Commodity Supplemental Feeding
Program. We have provided an in-
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crease of $2,950,000 in this program to
account for the continuation of three
projects providing commodities to low
income elderly individuals in Detroit,
MI, New Orleans, LA, and Des Moines,
IA. This dollar amount reflects the
best information we could obtain re-
garding the cost of continuing these
programs, and the bill allows for not
less than this amount in the event
that these cost projects are revised at
a later date. We have rejected the pro-
posal to transfer this project to the
Department of Health and Human
Services, because such transfer would
be contrary to the historic method of
operating this program and would
impair its efficiency.

In our report we direct the Depart-
ment to include timely information in
its monthly report, “Food Program
Update”, so that we and the public can
be kept fully apprised of the operation
of this program. It is amazing to me
that while data on all other feeding
programs is regularly included in this
document, information on CSFP is
available only on a sporadic basis. It is
also most interesting that while pro-
gram operators are required to report
program participation levels at the
end of each month, it is nearly 3
months before any of this information
is included in the monthly update
when information is provided. This is
simply not an acceptable situation,
and there is no good reason whatso-
ever for the Department not to revise
its policy regarding the reporting of
the operation of the Commodity Sup-
plemental Feeding Program.

We are also faced with a much more
serious issue regarding the administra-
tion of this program by the Food and
Nutrition Service, and the Office of
Management and Budget. We are
nearly 10 months through fiscal 1985,
and OMB has yet to approve the
actual fiscal 1985 allocation for this
program. Local operators have been
operating under fiscal 1984 guidelines,
which does allow them to continue to
operate, but failure to act responsibly
with this budget allocation makes it
virtually impossible for us to deter-
mine the true extent of interest in this
program in relationship to the ability
of the agency to respond. Four appli-
cations have been submitted for new
programs by the States of Arizona,
New Mexico, New York, and Rhode
Island. These applications were reject-
ed because the agency claims that
there is not sufficient money to start
these programs. But we do not know
this for a fact because the allocations
have not been officially completed,
and also because the agency is plan-
ning on using fiscal 1985 funds to pur-
chase food that will be used in fiscal
1986. While this may not be illegal, it
is certainly a breach of faith regarding
the fact that the money for this pro-
gram is appropriated with the intent
that it be used in the year for which it
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is appropriated—not for the next fiscal
year.

But we cannot act in a vacuum. We
need information, and we will do all
that we can to get it. This is in part
why our report directs the agency to
keep us advised regarding the status of
any application for the Commodity
Supplemental Food Program. That
means we want to know when applica-
tions are filed, where they are filed,
what the decision is, how long it has
taken, and to the extent that an appli-
cation is rejected that the reason be
clearly and explicitly stated. We also
expect that to the extent additional
appropriations are needed to deal with
legitimate demand for the program
that the Department will request sup-
plementals, and not merely say funds
are insufficient to approve additional
applications.

There is also an important report di-
rective regarding utility allowances for
the Food Stamp Program. We direct
the Department to allow States to con-
tinue to follow the practice of using a
standard utility allowance. This is ad-
ministratively easier, and there has
not been an opportunity for full con-
sideration of any changes in this
policy. The Department should not be
able to move forward with the change
that it has proposed without congres-
sional approval because this issue is so
important. I expect we will hear more
about this issue in the days ahead.

I am also pleased that we are provid-
ing $50 million for the Temporary
Emergency Food Assistance Program.
This program is too important to too
many people to allow it to lapse, and it
is for this reason that we are providing
funding under the terms of the rule.
We do so in advance of the authoriza-
tion which has already been approved
by the full House Agriculture Commit-
tee as part of the 1985 farm bill.

Title IV provides funding for our
international agricultural programs.
Funding for the Foreign Agricultural
Service is essentially at fiscal 1985
levels, and will allow the agency to
continue its extremely important
market development cooperator pro-
gram.,

Funding is also provided for the
Food for Peace Program, Public Law
480. This is an extremely important
program, and is a part of the world-
wide governmental and private efforts
to provide needed food assistance to
the hungry around the world. Let me
emphasize that Public Law 480 is
available for all needy people around
the world, and is not restricted to our
immediate concerns for the people of
Africa.

As we have in the past, I am confi-
dent that we will respond to develop-
ing circumstances around the world,
and promptly consider all supplemen-
tal appropriation requests for this pro-
gram that may be warranted.
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We have also provided certain direc-
tives to the Department of Agriculture
to expand its use of beans in brine as
part of the Food for Peace Programs.
This processed commodity has been
demonstrated to the private relief or-
ganizations and Agency for Interna-
tional Development personnel in
Africa, and has met with great approv-
al. Unfortunately, the Department of
Agriculture has not moved quickly
enough to approve this item as one of
those eligible for the Public Law 480
program. We need to have the Depart-
ment recognize that cost is not the
only nor the controlling issue in our
efforts to provide essential food assist-
ance to those in need. Beans in brine
meet an important nutrition test, and
can go a long way in helping ease the
problems of hunger. The same is true
of ultra-high-temperature milk, and
we would expect the Department to
move to expand use of these impor-
tant food items.

Mr. Chairman, obviously this bill
covers a large range of programs of in-
terest to all of our colleagues. I urge
their support of the fiscal 1986 agri-
culture appropriations bill.

Mrs. SMITH of Nebraska. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gentle-
man from Texas [Mr. LoeErFrLER] for a
colloquy with our chairman, the gen-
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. WHIT-
TEN].

Mr. LOEFFLER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank my distinguished ranking
member for yielding to me,

I would like to ask the chairman of
the committee to participate in a collo-
quy with me.

On page 34 of our committee report,
the following table reflects the com-
mittee’s recommendations on special
research granis. In this committee
report, there is a recommendation
that no money be made available for
Wool Research, which is a research fa-
cility near San Angelo, TX. As I have
spoken with the chairman, it is my un-
derstanding that $150,000 will be made
available and it was frankly an over-
sight.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman will yield, that is cor-
rect. I am sorry it was overlooked. It
was not recommended by the Office of
Management and Budget, but that is
true of most of these programs in this
bill. Most programs were restored by
the Congress. I am in thorough accord
with the gentleman from Texas and I
expect to see that Wool Research is
restored in conference.

Mr. LOEFFLER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the distinguished gentleman
and I thank the distinguished ranking
minority leader on our committee for
their help and assistance.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to a member of the
subcommittee, the gentleman from
New York [Mr. McHUGH].
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Mr. McHUGH. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong support of this appropria-
tions bill, and urge my colleagues to
vote for it. Under the fine leadership
of the gentleman from Mississippi
[Mr. WHITTEN], this bill has been fash-
ioned so that it protects our resources
and our commitments to the people of
this Nation. At the same time, the bill
is below the fiscal year 1985 appropria-
tion level. This was not an easy task.
However, it was accomplished due to
the work and cooperation of all of the
members of our subcommittee and its
capable staff.

I think the bill is a balanced one. De-
spite the need for fiscal restraint, it
addresses the basic needs of our farm-
ers, the problems of our rural commu-
nities, and the nutritional needs of the
most vulnerable of our society, our
children, and the elderly. In addition,
the bill provides funds for internation-
al programs of relief and cooperation.

This appropriations bill provides
funds for education through extension
programs, for research on food and
fiber, for export development, and for
protection of our natural resources,
soil and watersheds. All of these pro-
grams are vital to sustaining our farm-
ers who face a most difficult time eco-
nomically. The application of new re-
search and the development of new
techniques are important to our agri-
cultural base. Clearly, we must protect
those resources that are not replacea-
ble such as land and water. The con-
tinuation of these programs is neces-
sary if we are to remain the breadbas-
ket for the world.

For rural communities, the bill pro-
vides funds to continue programs such
as rural housing, water and sewer
loans and grants, and rural electrifica-
tion and telephone service. There are
just a few of the programs that help
to foster a sound economy in our small
and medium sized communities.

In meeting our responsibilities to
those in need of nutrition assistance,
the bill continues funds for the school
Iunch program, the food stamp pro-
gram, all child nutrition programs and
the special food program for women,
infants and children [WIC]l. The bill
contains sufficient funds to maintain
these programs at current service
levels.

In the international area, programs
such as Public Law 480 are also main-
tained at the fiscal year 1985 levels.
However, this is one area that may
need further attention given the con-
tinuing crisis in Africa. We may well
need to consider additional funds for
famine relief once we have reasonably
reliable estimates on the food needs
and actions necessary to continue to
respond to this tragic situation.

I would especially like to have my
colleagues note that the Committee
provided direction to the Office of
International Cooperation and Devel-
opment to develop the Foreign Associ-
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ate Expert Program. The committee
expects OICD to work with other
agencies to appoint recent science
graduates to the Food and Agriculture
Organization of the United Nations so
that they may gain international expe-
rience. This should benefit our Nation
as well as others. We expect OICD to
see that four or five graduates are
made available to the FAO for at least
2 years.

On the whole, I think the bill is a re-
sponsible one. the restorations that we
made in program funding levels simply
maintain current services in most in-
stances. It is not an extravagant
spending bill, and it deserves our sup-
port.

The CHAIRMAN. The Committee
will rise informally in order that the
House may receive a message.

MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT
The Speaker pro tempore
McHucH] assumed the chair.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will receive a message.

[Mr.

MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Mr. Saunders,
one of his secretaries, who also in-
formed the House that on the follow-
ing dates the President approved and
signed a bill and joint resolutions of
the House of the following titles:

On July 17, 1985:

H.J. Res. 325. Joint resolution to designate

July 13, 1985, as “Live Aid Day."”
On July 19, 1985:

H.R. 1373. An act to designate the wilder-
ness in the Point Reyes National Seashore
in California as the Phillip Burton Wilder-
ness.

On July 22, 1985:

H.J. Res. 198. Joint resolution providing
for appointment of Barnabas McHenry as a
citizen regent of the Smithsonian Institu-
tion.

On July 24, 1985:

H.J. Res. 342. Joint resolution making an
urgent supplemental appropriation for the
fiscal year September 30, 1985, for the De-
partment of Agriculture.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Committee will resume its sitting.

AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVEL-
OPMENT, AND RELATED AGEN-
CIES APPROPRIATION BILL,
1986

The Committee resumed its sitting.

Mrs. SMITH of Nebraska. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 7T minutes to the gentle-
man from Kentucky [Mr. RoGers].

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the distinguished ranking
member for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of this bill. I want to commend
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our distinguished chairman and the
ranking member and all the members
of this subcommittee. There are a lot
of hours, of course, represeited in the
product that is before us at this time,
many hours of hearings, many hours
of study and mulling over the prob-
lems of agriculture, especially at this
time, and the need for us to continue
the funding for many of the programs
which are the only lifeline really that
many of the farmers in our Nation
have in many of the programs that are
contained in this appropriations bill.

There are a number of things in the
bill that are of particular interest to
Members of this body individually, but
then the bill contains, I think, com-
mendable programs that are essential
to us at this particular time. Some of
the highlights that I think are signifi-
cant are on the Agricultural Research
Service, tha bill reduces funds by $1.3
million below fiscal year 1985, but in-
creases by about $9.5 million above the
administration request.

The Cooperative State Research
Service reduces funding by $9.8 mil-
lion below fisca! year 1985 and in-
creases by about $24.8 million above
the request.

The Extension Service, which is so
important to our States, it holds

n2arly even with the fiscal year 1885
level, including some transfers from
the Food Stamp Program.

Crop insurance, it denies the admin-
istration propcsal to eliminate subsi-
dies and administrative support assist-
ance for that program.
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There is a slight increase for rural
housing, essentially holding the own-
ership loans and the operating loans
even. It keeps the water and sewer
grant and loans at the fiscal 1985 level,
and retains rural fire protection fund-
ing which is important to many of us.

It maintains the approximate same
floor for loan levels for telephones and
electric co-ops as fiscal 1985 in the
REA, and the Soil Conservation Serv-
ice it holds the programs at the fiscal
1985 level, including the RC&D pro-
grams, which I think are terribly im-
portant for our countryside.

The Child Nutrition Program has
approximately a $200 million increase
of fiscal 1985. It keeps the milk pro-
gram at the fiscal 1985 level, and there
is a slight increase for the WIC Pro-
gram.

Food stamps increases about $100
million over fiscal 1985. The tempo-
rary Emergency Food Assistance Pro-
gram for cheese and other products,
there is a slight decrease below fiscal
1985.

The Foreign Agricultural Service is
at about the 1985 level.

In a State like Kentucky, facing the
problems of small farmers, many of
them dependent upon tobacco growing
as their principal source of cash
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income, at a time when that program
is facing problems that perhaps are
unique in its history, even if the tobac-
co program is maintained, many of
those small farmers are still in need of
supplemental, additional income. And
in this bill there is a provision in the
report language that is of particular
importance to those areas.

This bill contains $150,000 for a com-
prehensive research program on sup-
plemental fruits and vegetable crops
for those types of farmers. The Uni-
versity of IZentucky will be participat-
ing with the USDA on research on
subjects from cropping to facilities to
market research, transportation and
the like for such supplemental alter-
native crops, in addition to the tobacco
crop.

In Kentucky, current fruit sales are
about $11 million per year, and vegeta-
ble sales about $16 million. It is esti-
mated that another $35 million of
vegetables could be sold annually,
within 10 years, and that within 8 to
10 years that could exceed $100 mil-
lion.

This study, 3-year study is particu-
larly significant toward that goal.

For the REA, there is some impor-
tant report language in the bill relat-
ing to the REA. Recently the REA has
maintained, I think, a terribly detri-
mental policy relating to general
funds, restricting the availability of
loans to electric and telephone borrow-
ers based on the general funds of the
co-op. That practice has prevented the
REA from allocating the minimum
loan leveis outlined in appropriation
bills. That language specifically in this
bill tells the REA to halt that policy. I
think that is significant and will be
proven to be more so as time passes.

Again I thank the chairman and the
ranking member and all of the mem-
bers of this subcommittee for a lot of
hard work. I think we have boiled this
down in this bill to the very essence. I
think every dollar in there can be jus-
tified. There is not more money being
spent in this time of tight money than
needs to be spent, and I think it ade-
quately funds the programs that need
and justify our attention.

So I thank our subcommittee for its
hard work, and of course, the full com-
mittee, and I rise in strong support of
the measure and hope that it passes. I
urge my colleagues to support it, and I
yield back the balarice of my time.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Iowa [Mr. SMITH], a iong-time member
of the committee.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman,
I support this bill and I commend the
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr.
WHITTEN], the chairman of the sub-
committee, and the gentlewoman from
Nebraska [Mrs. SmiTH] and the others
for work on this bill. I think it does as
good as we could in these times of
tight budgets to not only take care of
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the problems of operating farmers
with operating programs, but also con-
sumer, nutrition, regulatory agencies,
and various research programs which
are so important to the future, includ-
ing a number of research programs at
Iowa State University, which I am
very interested in. The bill also pro-
vides for computerized and other in-
formation that we need to make our
very important decisions with regard
to the 1985 farm bill. I urge support of
this bill.

Mrs. SMITH of Nebraska. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentle-
man from Minnesota [Mr. WEBER].

Mr. WEBER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of this bill and want to com-
mend the committee for its work on
the bill, and particularly the gentle-
ma:n from Mississippi, Chairman
WHITTEN, and the ranking member,
the gentlewoman from Nebraska [Mrs.
SmiTH], for their work on a very im-
portant bill at a time that is tremen-
dously difficult in the agricultural
sector. I want to add my voice to those
of my colleague who was just in the
well, the gentleman from Kentucky
[Mr. RoGERs], in particularly saying
that I am pleased that the committee
has seen fit to adequately fund the
Rural Electrification Program whicn
was in some doubt earlier in this
budget cycie because of recommenda-
tions from the administration that
would have had the effect of in es-
sence gutting the REA Program.

Certainly in my part of the ccuntry
and in other rural areas across the
United States, it is hard to think of
any program that has been over the
long term more beneficial or more suc-
cessful than the REA Program, both
in bringing electric and telephone
service to rural areas. They have done
their job well, and there is still work
to be done.

I commend the committee for beth
funding them adequately and dealing
in report language with certain prob-
lemns that have arisen because of the
administration of this program over
the last few years.

In addition, I would like to point out,
Mr. Chairman, that although the bill
is a good bill, and probably the best
that che committee could do under the
circumstances, we face a massive prob-
lem in agriculture that cannot be ad-
dressed simply by this bill or any
other bill. I would like to speak specifi-
cally for a second, if I could, just in
terms of the Farmers Home Adminis-
tration.

This bill contains $700 million in
Farmers Home loan money and $3.4
billion in farm operating loan money.
Those are certainly prudent numbers
from a strict fiscal standpoint.

But I would just like to share with
the Members my view that we face an
escalating and, indeed, cascading crisis
across rural America, and particularly
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in the upper Midwest that is going to
render those figures, as generous as
the committee has tried to be with
them, wholly inadequate by this fall.
We have a disastrous situation in the
upper Midwest, and indeed through-
out much of agricultural America.

Last spring, the whole Nation's at-
tention was directed to this crisis. We
faced a massive crisis and it was preci-
pitated particularly in my area of the
country by a drastic fall in land values.
Federal and State examiners went
through the banks in the Midwest and
across the country and devalued land,
at least in my district, by 50 percent
across-the-board for most of the banks
in my congressional district. They
have since gone back to my congres-
sional district, and far from revaluing
that land upward, they have chosen to
revalue it downward somewhat.

In addition to that immediate pre-
cipitating problem, we have faced
long-term problems in agriculture of
low prices and high interest rates. The
Nation focused its attention on this
agricultural problem last spring, and
the country was suddenly sympathetic
to the plight of the farmers and the
farm problem was on the cover of
Time, as well as we saw movies dedi-
cated to that problem. But the massive
bankruptcies that some predicted at
that time did not quite materialize, at
least in the number that we had an-
ticipated they might. So many people
conclude that the problem was not as
severe as it was described to us last
spring.

Mr. Chairman, that simply is not the
case, and I am alerting the body here
today, as I have done in the past, that
all we did last spring really was delay
the problem somewhat, and it is going
to face us in spades, in my judgment, I
am sorry to say, this fall.

Last spring the lending institutions
across rural America decided that they
were going to stick with their farm
borrowers. as much as they could, and
they were as generous in their lending
practices as they could be. In essence,
they gambled on higher prices and
lower interest rates, and tried to keep
their marginal borrowers in business
as much as they could.

Unfortunately, those favorable con-
ditions did not materialize, and unless
something changes drastically, we are
not going to see higher farm prices in
the fall; we are going to see lower farm
prices. And interest rates that will
change very little, if at all, in the agri-
cultural sector.

That means that those lenders that
tried to be generous with their margin-
al borrowers in the spring are going to
be in very difficult shape when it
comes time to receive repayment this
fall. And I beleive we will see a massive
problem, a massive credit problem, de-
velop in rural America, particularly in
the upper Midwest, when those lend-
ers seek repayment this fall.
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At that time, substantial additional
pressure is going to be put on the
Farmers Home Administration to ac-
commodate borrowers that are going
to be literally shoved out of private
lending institutions. Again, I commend
the committee for the good job it has
done.

Mr. Chairman, I intend to support
the bill but I want to alert the com-
mittee as well as the Congress to this
Member’'s opinion that the problem in
agriculture in America is growing and
we are going to have to come back
again and again to deal with that very
severe problem.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Hawaii [Mr. Akakal, a member of the
committee.

Mr. AKAKA. I thank the Chairman,

Mr, Chairman, I rise in support of
the bill. I want to praise my chairman,
Mr. WHITTEN of Mississippi, and our
ranking minority person, Mrs. SMITH
of Nebraska, the members of the com-
mittee and the staff for doing such a
wonderful job in helping the farmers
of our country.

As we look at agriculture in our
country, in the world today there is no
question in our minds that agriculture
is one of the most important indus-
tries for human survival in the world.
When we think of agriculture starting
in backyards of farmers, growing into
huge conglomerate farming and pro-
ducing units, producing farm commeod-
ities for our country and also for other
parts of the world, this has grown to
be the largest industry in our country.
It has become the backbone industry
of our country. As such, it is one of
the industries that our country must
look to in continuing operations and
continuing with the farmers so that
they can continue to produce.

As we look at the problems that our
farming community is facing, they are
in a crisis at the present time. Many of
them are suffering from financial
crisis, which will mean that many of
them will be going out of business.

I attended some hearings held in
some of our southern States and we
heard the farmers literally cry on our
shoulders and beg for help that would
keep them in the farming business.

Unfortunately, we were not able to
help them with our farm emergency
bill which was vetoed by the adminis-
tration.

But we hope we can continue to help
them with some of the programs that
this committee has taken on, and that
we will continue to help them.

One of the programs they wanted to
be continued was the Soil Conserva-
tion Service. I am glad that this com-
mittee has been able to continue that
service for our farmers throughout the
country.
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I look upon our responsibility in this
committee as being very, very impor-
tant for the farmers of our country.

I want to commend the members of
the committee again, especially our
chairman, Mr. WHITTEN, and Mrs.
SMmiTH of Nebraska for their help and
guidance on this committee.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to support the bill.

Mrs. SMITH of Nebraska. Mr. Chair-
man, we have no further requests for
time, and we reserve the balance of
our time.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, we
have two more speakers on this side
who have requested time.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 5§ minutes to
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr,
DursiN], a member of the subcommit-
tee.

Mr. DURBIN. I thank the Chair-
man.

Mr. Chairman, as a Member of the
House of Representatives, T represent
a congressional district which was rep-
resented more than 140 years ago by a
gentleman by the name of Abraham
Lincoln. When he was elecied Presi-
dent of the United States, of course,
he made history not only in our
Nation, but in the world. There are
several facets of the Linccln adminis-
tration which are not well-known. One
of them is the fact that President
Abraham Lincoln created a fledgling
Departmeiit known as the Department
of Agriculture.

For the very first time in America,
we decided as a Nation that it was a
Federal responsibility for us to be con-
cerned about feeding our Nation and
in fact feeding the people of the world
in many years to come.

There are many great resources of
American agriculture which have
come from this effort and from our
people and from our Nation; our rich
soil, our technological strength, our
productivity, our research, and those
other intangibles, the industry and in-
telligence of American farmers, the
family vaiues that they bring to this
great country.

But I have discovered in my short
time on this subcommittee and on the
full Committee on Appropriations,
there is another great agricultural re-
source in America. I refer to our chair-
man, Mr. WHITTEN. He has humbled so
many witnesses with his encyclopedic
knowledge of agricultural programs.
He has stunned many witnesses in our
subcommittee when they came to
learn that what they thought was a
new idea had been tried before. Chair-
man WHITTEN then reported on the re-
sults of that previous effort. He has
brought more than a historical per-
spective to this subcommittee’s effort
in this bill.

He has brought the vision to the
future. I particularly refer to that sec-
tion of the bill where we, in the sub-




20230

committee, paid close attention to the
needs for continuing research and con-
tinuing efforts to develop technology
so that American agriculture will con-
tinue to lead the world.

One of the elements is a source of
great pride to those of us in Illinois. It
is a proposal for a plant and animal
sciences research center at the Univer-
sity of Illinois. This biotechnical re-
search center answers the No. 1 agri-
cultural research priority of the U.S.
Department of Agriculture and it does
it in a fashion that is fiscally responsi-
ble. It suggests that the Federal Gov-
ernment will be involved in the build-
ing of this center but with the commit-
ment from the University of Illinois to
pay to equip it and to pay those oper-
ating expenses necessary.

This partnership, this sharing of ex-
pense, I think tackles the reality we
face today of a budget deficit.

I am happy to support this particu-
lar effort of the Agriculture Subcom-
mittee; I am proud to be a part of this
effort. Mr. Chairman, I commend it to
my colleagues.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to a member of the
subcommittee, the gentleman from
Oklahoma [Mr. WATKINS].

Mr. WATKINS. I thank the Chair-
man.

Mr. Chairman, first I would like to
stand and express my support for this
particular Agricultural and Rural De-
velopment Appropriation Subcommit-
tee bill. Second, I want to thank our
chairman of the subcommittee, Mr.
WHITTEN from Mississippi, and also
the ranking minority member, Mrs.
SmitH of Nebraska, and all the sub-
committee members on both sides of
the aisle for their deep and sincere
and genuine concern and interest in
the plight of the American farmer and
the plight that exists in rural America.

I want to thank the staff for their
time and extra effort which they are
putting in because of the crisis that we
face in agriculture today.

I only want to make one statement
because I think this bill addresses as
well as it can today the survivability of
rural America under the trying cir-
cumstances that we have. But I think
as a Congress, I think as a nation, as a
legislative body we are going to have
to ask the question and to answer the
question: Is the basic agricultural in-
dustry important for the national se-
curity and survivability of our Nation?
I think the answer to that is definitely
yes, I think in the months and years
ahead we are going to have to decide
what we are going to do and what pri-
ority we are going to have to place on
meeting the needs of this Nation.

So, Mr. Chairman, I want to thank
the chairman again and the other
members of the committee and the
staff for the job that they have done
to try to shape and to fashion a bill
which under the trying circumstances
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we have today, I think does a good job,
allows us to move forward and hope-
fully will help agriculture and rural
America survive.

® Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the Chairman's amend-
ment providing additional moneys for
FDA to continue its research activities
into the transmission, prevention, and
control of HTLV-III infection and
AIDS. Our committee has consistently
provided the funds necessary to AIDS
research by the NIH, CDC, and the
FDA and has closely followed their
progress in the search for a preven-
tion, treatment, and cure of this tragic
illness.

We have come a long way since this
tragic illness first came to national at-
tention, but there is still much work to
be done. Some of the areas identified
by our Secretary of Health and
Human Services as needing greater at-
tention are:

A 5-year followup and evaluation of
blood donors who are found positive
by the HTLV-III screening to deter-
mine the medical significance of the
test results;

A study of the impact of additional
tests for HTLV-III and other retrovi-
ruses on the safety of the blood
supply;

A study to clarify the means of
transmission of HTLV-III among ho-
mosexual males and AIDS patients;

Additional monitoring of the HTLV-
III test kits for quality control;

The review and approval of second
and third generation tests for AIDS
and evaluation of diagnostic and treat-
ment products, including an eventual
vaccine against the HTLV-III virus.

I am pleased with the tremendous
successes we have had in combating
AIDS. We have identified HTLV-III as
the causative agent, we have devel-
oped a screening test for the HTLV-
III virus, and have begun to educate
the public about AIDS. But our job is
far from over. We need to know more
about the viral components of the dis-
ease, that we can move quickly in de-
veloping a vaccine. We need to develop
an efficient, accurate test to screen
blood donations in order to protect the
Nation’s blood supply. We need epide-
miological studies to understand how
AIDS is spreading through the popu-
lation. The FDA's role in this process
is vital. We now need to focus on the
activities outlined above. The moneys
provided for in this amendment are es-
sential to the continued progress of
the NIH, CDC, and FDA in their
battle against AIDS.e
® Mrs. LLOYD. Mr. Chairman, it is
becoming increasingly evident that the
cost of farm programs has become the
major sticking point in efforts on both
sides of the Capitol to write Federal
farm policy for the coming years. The
triple objective of lowering market
prices, maintaining farmers' incomes
and reducing the program's cost has so
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far eluded the best designs of congres-
sional policy makers. This bill holds
the line at last years spending level
while reauthorizing programs which
are absolutely essential to the Depart-
ment of Agriculture to maintain and
which are vital, not only to the
present economic well being of our
farmers, but to the future of American
agriculture.

Mr. Chairman agriculture is the Na-
tion’s main generator of new wealth.
It is estimated that each dollar taken
from the soil multiplies seven times as
it travels through the Nation's finan-
cial system. It is our country’s largest
industry, yet not a day goes by when
the press does not report on the seri-
ousness of the conditions facing Amer-
ican agriculture. Bankruptcies are
prevalent, and loss of farms that have
been in a family for generations is
commonplace. This situation demands
immediate action by Congress because
time is running out for many desper-
ate farmers. Failure to act will only
result in the devastating loss of more
farms, not only in the Third Congres-
sional District of Tennessee but across
the Nation. For the benefit of all—
farmer, consumer, industry, and
labor—the importance of American ag-
riculture to our society and our econo-
my must be recognized and perpetuat-
ed. The American farmer must have
equal opportunity under the law to
maintain parity with all other seg-
ments of this Nation's economy. The
future strength and prosperity of this
country depends on this.e
® Mr. BRUCE, Mr. Chairman, Ameri-
can agriculture faces a great chal-
lenge. Competition from foreign agri-
cultural producers in threatening the
vitality of our Nation’'s farm industry.
Benefits will be realized by the Nation
whose agricultural system incorpo-
rates new knowledge with the greatest
speed. With this in mind, I rise in sup-
port of H.R. 3037, and more specifical-
ly, the proposed Plant and Animal Sci-
ence Research Center at the Universi-
ty of Illinois in Champaign-Urbana.

In the past 40 years, production
costs for U.S. agriculture have risen
markedly. History has proven that in
any industry, a constant flow of new
technology that increases efficiency
and quality is necessary to reduce pro-
duction costs and maintain markets.
That essential flow of new technology
traditionally comes from sound basic
research in combination with vigorous
programs of applied research, and im
plemented through the cooperative ef
forts of Federal and State institutions

Last year, the Appropriations Sub
committee on Agriculture, Rural De
velopment, and Related Agencies, re
quested the U.S. Department of Agri
culture to do a feasibility study on es
tablishing a Plant and Animal Sci
ences Research Center at the Universi
ty of Illinois. The study concluded
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that the best interests of American
consumers and American agriculture
can be served by establishing this
center in Champaign-Urbana.

The University of Illinois in Cham-
paign-Urbana is uniquely qualified to
operate such a research center. It is
centrally located, and lies in the heart
of the major corn and soybean produc-
tion area of the Nation. It currently
has 125 scientists engaged directly in
biotechnology research, a field widely
recognized as essential for the prosper-
ous future of U.S. agriculture. It also
has one of the most productive contin-
gents of USDA plant scientists, along
with a host of research facilities, in-
cluding 2,200 acres of fields, herds and
flocks located immediately adjacent to
the campus. Representative KIKA DE
LA GaRrza, chairman of the Agriculture
Committee, personally endorsed the
project after visiting the campus last
October.

An historic opportunity for improv-
ing the efficiency of agricultural pro-
duction awaits. Major achievements in
genetics, biochemistry, physiology,
and molecular biology have advanced
our scientists to the threshold of a
new era in agricultural productivity.
U.S. agricultural scientists will either
lead or be led. It is in the best inter-
ests of our nation to invest wisely n
one of our most envied assets—agricul-
tural productivity. A Plant and Animal
Sciences Research Center at the Uni-
versity of Illinois could help ensure
the superior agricultural efficiency
that is essential for this Nation's eco-
nomic health and security.e

Mrs. SMITH of Nebraska. Mr. Chair-
man, I have no further requests for
time and I yield back the balance of
my time.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I
have no further requests for time, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired.

The Clerk will read.
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The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 3037

Be it enacted by the Senale and House of
Representatives of the United Siates of
America in Congress assembled, That the
following sums are appropriated, out of any
money in the Treasury not otherwise appro-
priated, for Agriculture, Rural Develop-
ment, and Related Agencies programs for
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1986,
and for other purposes; namely:

TITLE I-AGRICULTURAL FROGRAMS
PRODUCTION, PROCESSING AND MARKETING
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

For necessary expenses of the Office of
the Secretary of Agriculture, including not
to exceed $75,000 for employment under 5
U.S.C. 3109, $1,750,000: Provided, That not
to exceed $8,000 of this amount shall be
available for official reception and represen-
tation expenses, not otherwise provided for,
as determined by the Secretary.
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OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR
ADMINISTRATION

For necessary expenses of the Office of
the Assistant Secretary for Administration
to carry out the programs funded in this
Act, $484,000.

StaNparD LEVEL User CHaRGES (USDA)
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For payment of Standard Level User
Charges pursuant to Public Law 92-313 for
programs and activities of the Department
of Agriculture which are included in this
Act, $49,454,000: Provided, That in the
event an agency within the Department of
Agriculture should require modification of
space needs, the Secretary of Agriculture
may transfer a share of that agency's appro-
priation made available by this Act to this
appropriation, or may transfer a share of
this appropriation to that agency's appro-
priation, but such transfers shall not exceed
10 per centum of the funds made available
for Standard Level User Charges to or from
this account.

BUILDING OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE

For the operation, maintenance, and
repair of the Washington, D.C. Agriculture
building complex pursuant to the delegation
of authority from the Administrator of
General Services authorized by 40 U.S.C.
486, $17,800,000.

Apvisory CoMMITTEES (USDA)

For necessary expenses for activities of
Advisory Committees of the Department of
Agriculture which are included in this Act,
$1,323,000: Provided, That no other funds in
this Act shall be available to the Depart-
ment of Agriculture for support of activities
of Advisory Committees.

DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For Budget and Program Analysis,
$3,796,000; for Personnel, Finance and Man-
agement, Operations, Information Re-
sources Management, Equal Opportunity,
Small and Disadvantaged Business Ultiliza-
tion, and Administrative Law Judges and
Judicial Officer, $15,334,000; making a total
of $19,130,000 for Departmental Administra-
tion to provide for necessary expenses for
management support services to offices of
the Department of Agriculture and for gen-
eral administration of the Department of
Agriculture, repairs and alterations, and
other miscellaneous supplies and expenses
not otherwise provided for and necessary
for the practical and efficient work of the
Department of Agriculture, of which not to
exceed $10,000 is for employment under §
U.S.C. 3109: Provided, That this appropria-
tion shall be reimbursed from applicable ap-
propriations in this Act for travel expenses
incident to the holding of hearings as re-
quired by 5 U.S.C. 551-558.

WorkiING CariTAL FUND

An amount of $6,000,000 is hereby appro-
priated to the Departmental Working Cap-
ital Fund to increase the Government's
equity in this fund and to provide for the
purchase of automated data processing,
data communication, and other related
equipment necessary for the provision of
Departmental centralized services to the
agencies,

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR

GOVERNMENTAL AND PUBLIC AFFAIRS

For necessary expenses of the Office of
the Assistant Secretary for Governmental
and Public Affairs to carry out the pro-
grams funded in this Act, $337,000.
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PUBLIC AFFAIRS

For necessary expenses to carry on serv-
ices relating to the coordination of pro-
grams involving public affairs, and for the
dissemination of agricultural information
and the coordination of information, work
and programs authorized by Congress in the
Department, $6,758,000, of which not to
exceed $10,000 shall be available for em-
ployment under 5 U.S.C. 3109, and not to
exceed $2,000,000 may be used for farmers’
bulletins and not fewer than two hundred
thirty-two thousand two hundred and fifty
copies for the use of the Senate and House
of Representatives of part 2 of the annual
report of the Secretary (known as the Year-
book of Agriculture) as authorized by 44
U.S.C. 1301: Provided, That in the prepara-
tion of motion pictures or exhibits by the
Department, this appropriation shall be
available for employment pursuant to the
second sentence of section T06(a) of the Or-
ganic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225).

LEGISLATIVE LIAISON

For necessary expenses for liaison with
the Congress on legislative matters,
$4985,000.

INTERGOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS

For necessary expenses for programs in-
volving intergovernmental affairs, emergen-
cy preparedness, and liaison within the ex-
ecutive branch, $467,000.

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses of the Office of
the Inspector General, including employ-
ment pursuant to the second sentence of
section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7
U.S.C. 2225), $30,756,000, including such
sums as may be necessary for contracting
and other arrangements with public agen-
cies and private persons pursuant to section
6(aX8) of the Inspector General Act of 1978
(Public Law 95-452), and including a sum
not to exceed $50,000 for employment under
5 U.S8.C. 3109; and including a sum not to
exceed $75,000 for certain confidential oper-
ational expenses including the payment of
informants, to be expended under the direc-
tion of the Inspector General pursuant to
Public Law 95-452 and section 1337 of
Public Law 97-98; and in addition,
$15,924,000 shall be derived by transfer
from the appropriation, “Food Stamp Pro-
gram”, and merged with this appropriation.

OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses, $15,077,000; and
in addition, $786,000 shall be derived by
transfer from the appropriation, “Food
Stamp Program”, and merged with this ap-
propriation.

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR

EconoMIcs

For necessary expenses of the Office of
the Assistant Secretary for Economics to
carry out the programs funded in this Act,
$418,000.

EconoMic RESEARCH SERVICE

For necessary expenses of the Economic
Research Service in conducting economic re-
search and service relating to agricultural
production, marketing, and distribution, as
authorized by the Agricultural Marketing
Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1621-1627), and other
laws, including economics of marketing;
analyses relating to farm prices, income and
population, and demand for farm products,
use of resources in agriculture, adjustments,
costs and returns in farming, and farm fi-
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nance; research relating to the economic
and marketing aspects of farmer coopera-
tives; and for analyses of supply and
demand for farm products in foreign coun-
tries and their effect on prospects for
United States exports, progress in economiec
development and its relation to sales of
farm products, assembly and analysis of ag-
ricultural trade statistics and analysis of
international financial and monetary pro-
grams and policies as they affect the com-
petitive position of United States farm prod-
ucts; $46,305,000; of which not less than
$200,000 shall be available for investigation,
determination and finding as to the effect
upon the production of food and upon the
agricultural economy of any proposed
action affecting such subject matter pend-
ing before the Administrator of the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency for presenta-
tion, in the public interest, before said Ad-
ministrator, other agencies or before the
courts: Provided, That not less than
$350,000 of the funds contained in this ap-
propriation shall be available to continue to
gather statistics and conduct a special study
on the price spread between the farmer and
consumer: Provided further, That this ap-
propriation shall be available for employ-
ment pursuant to the second sentence of
section T06(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7
U.S.C. 2225): Provided further, That not less
than $145,000 of the funds contained in this
appropriation shall be available for analysis
of statistics and related facts on foreign pro-
duction and full and complete information
on methods used by other countries to move
farm commodities in world trade on a com-
petitive basis.

STATISTICAL REPORTING SERVICE

For necessary expenses of the Statistical
Reporting Service in conducting statistical
reporting and service work, including crop
and livestock estimates, statistical coordina-
tion and improvements, and marketing sur-
veys, as authorized by the Agricultural Mar-
keting Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1621-1627) and
other laws, $59,079,000: Provided, That no
part of the funds herein appropriated shall
be available for any expense incident to
publishing estimates of apple production for
other than the commercial crop: Provided
further, That this appropriation shall be
available for employment pursuant to the
second sentence of section 706(a) of the Or-
ganic Act of 1944 (T U.8.C. 2225), and not to
exceed $40,000 shall be available for em-
ployment under 5 U.S.C. 3109.

WORLD AGRICULTURAL OUTLOOK BOARD

For necessary expenses of the World Agri-
cultural Outlook Board to coordinate and
review all commodity and aggregate agricul-
tural and food data used to develop outlook
and situation material within the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, as authorized by the
Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C.
1622g), $1,680,000: Provided, That this ap-
propriation shall be available for employ-
ment pursuant to the second sentence of
section T06(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7
U.S.C. 2225).

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR
ScIENCE AND EDUCATION

For necessary salaries and expenses for
the Office of the Assistant Secretary for
Science and Education to administer the
laws enacted by the Congress for the Agri-
cultural Research Service, Cooperative
State Research Service, Extension Service,
and National Agricultural Library, $371,000.
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AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses to enable the Agri-
cultural Research Service to perform agri-
cultural research and demonstration relat-
ing to production, utilization, marketing,
and distribution (not otherwise provided
for), home economics or nutrition and con-
sumer use, and to coordinate and provide
program leadership for higher education
work of the Department, and for acquisition
of lands by donation, exchange, or purchase
at a nominal cost not to exceed $100;
$492,806,000: Provided, That appropriations
hereunder shall be available for field em-
ployment pursuant to the second sentence
of section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944
(7 U.S.C. 2225), and not to exceed $115,000
shall be available for employment under 5
U.S.C. 3109: Provided further, That funds
appropriated herein can be used to provide
financial assistance to the organizers of na-
tional and international conferences, if such
conferences are in support of agency pro-
grams: Provided further, That appropria-
tions hereunder shall be available for the
operation and maintenance of aircraft and
the purchase of not to exceed one for re-
placement only: Provided further, That uni-
form allowances for each uniformed em-
ployee of the Agricultural Research Service
shall not be in excess of $400 annually: Pro-
vided further, That of the appropriations
hereunder not less than $10,526,600 shall be
available to conduct marketing research:
Provided further, That appropriations here-
under shall be available pursuant to 7
U.S.C. 2250 for the construction, alteration,
and repair of buildings and improvements,
but unless otherwise provided the cost of
constructing any one building shall not
exceed $150,000, except for headhouses con-
necting greenhouses which shall each be
limited to $500,000, and except for ten build-
ings to be constructed or improved at a cost
not to exceed $275,000 each, and the cost of
altering any one building during the fiscal
year shall not exceed 10 per centum of the
current replacement value of the building or
$150,000 whichever is greater: Provided fur-
ther, That the limitations on alterations
contained in this Act shall not apply to a
total of $250,000 for facilities at Beltsville,
Maryland: Provided further, That the fore-
going limitations shall not apply to replace-
ment of buildings needed to carry out the
Act of April 24, 1948 (21 U.S.C. 113a): Pro-
vided further, That the limitation on pur-
chase of land shall not apply to the pur-
chase of land at Fresno, California, or to an
option to purchase land at Florence, South
Carolina, for a term of not to exceed one
vear: Provided further, That the limitations
on construction contained in this Act shall
not apply to the establishment of the Na-
tional Clonal Germplasm Repository for
Citrus, Riverside, California: Provided fur-
ther, That not to exceed $200,000 of this ap-
propriation may be transferred to and
merged with the appropriation for the
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Science
and Education for the scientific review of
international issues involving agricultural
chemicals and food additives.

Special fund: To provide for additional
labor, subprofessional, and junior scientific
help to be employed under contracts and co-
operative agreements to strengthen the
work at Federal research installations in the
field, $2,000,000.

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES

For acquisition of land, construction,
repair, improvement, extension, alteration,
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and purchase of fixed equipment or facili-
ties of or used by the Agricultural Research
Service, where not otherwise provided,
$3,600,000.

COOPERATIVE STATE RESEARCH SERVICE

For payments to agricultural experiment
stations, for cooperative forestry and other
research, for facilities, and for other ex-
penses, including $156,484,000 to carry into
effect the provisions of the Hatch Act ap-
proved March 2, 1887, as amended by the
Act approved August 11, 1955 (7 U.S.C.
361a-361i), and further amended by Public
Law 92-318 approved June 23, 1972, and fur-
ther amended by Public Law 93-471 ap-
proved October 26, 1974, including adminis-
tration by the United States Department of
Agriculture, and penalty mail costs of agri-
cultural experiment stations under section 6
of the Hatch Act of 1887, as amended, and
payments under section 1361(c) of the Act
of October 3, 1980 (7 U.S.C. 301n.);
$13,053,000 for grants for cooperative forest-
ry research under the Act approved October
10, 1962 (16 U.S.C. 582a—582a-17), as amend-
ed by Public Law 92-318 approved June 23,
1972, including administrative expenses, and
payments under section 1361(c) of the Act
of October 3, 1980 (7 U.S.C. 301n.);
$23,474,000 for payments to the 1890 land-
grant colleges, including Tuskegee Institute,
for research under section 1445 of the Na-
tional Agricultural Research, Extension,
and Teaching Policy Act of 1977 (Public
Law 95-113), as amended, including adminis-
tration by the United States Department of
Agriculture, and penalty mail costs of the
1890 land-grant colleges, including Tuskegee
Institute; $27,310,000 for contracts and
grants for agricultural research under the
Act of August 4, 1965, as amended (7 U.S.C.
450i), $34,000,000 for competitive research
grants, including administrative expenses;
$5,760,000 for the support of animal health
and disease programs authorized by section
1433 of Public Law 95-113, including admin-
istrative expenses; $1,202,000 for research
authorized by the Critical Agricultural Ma-
terials Act of 1984; $500,000 for rangeland
research grants as authorized by subtitle M
of the National Agricultural Research, Ex-
tension, and Teaching Policy Act of 1977, as
amended; $10,000,000 for grants to upgrade
1890 land-grant college research facilities as
authorized by section 1433 of Public Law 97-
98, to remain available until expended;
$3,000,000 for higher education strengthen-
ing grants under section 1417(a}2)(A) of
Public Law 95-113, as amended (7 U.S.C.
3152(a)(2)XA)); and $1,645,000 for necessary
expenses of Cooperative State Research
Service activities, including administration
of payments to State agricultural experi-
ment stations, funds for employment pursu-
ant to the second sentence of section 706(a)
of the Organic Act of 1944 (T U.S.C. 2225),
and not to exceed $50,000 for employment
under 5 U.S.C. 3109; in all, $276,428,000.

EXTENSION SERVICE
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

Payments to States, Puerto Rico, Guam,
the Virgin Islands, Micronesia, and Ameri-
can Samoa: For payments for cooperative
agricultural extension work under the
Smith-Lever Act, as amended by the Act of
June 26, 1953, the Act of August 11, 1955,
the Act of October 5, 1962 (7 U.S.C. 341-
349), section 506 of the Act of June 23, 1972,
and the Act of September 29, 1977 (7T U.S.C.
341-349), as amended, and section 1361(c) of
the Act of October 3, 1980 (7 U.S.C. 301n.),
to be distributed under sections 3(b) and
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3(e) of the Act, for retirement and employ-
ees’ compensation costs for extension
agents, and for costs of penalty mail for co-
operative extension agents and State exten-
sion directors, $241,484,000; payments for
the nutrition and family education program
for low-income areas under section 3(d) of
the Act, $60,354,000, of which $38,627,000
shall be derived by transfer from the appro-
priation, *“Food Stamp Program”, and
merged with this appropriation; payments
for the urban gardening program under sec-
tion 3(d) of the Act, $3,500,000; payments
for the pest management program under
section 3(d) of the Act, $7,531,000; payments
for the farm safety program under section
3(d) of the Act, $1,020,000; payments for the
integrated reproductive management pro-
gram under section 3(d) of the Act, $50,000;
payments for the pesticide impact assess-
ment program under section 3(d) of the Act,
$1,716,000; payments for a financial man-
agement assistance program under section
3(d) of the Act, $1,000,000; payments for ex-
tension work under section 209(c) of Public
Law 93-471, $983,000; payments for exten-
sion work by the colleges receiving the bene-
fits of the second Morrill Act (7 U.S.C. 321-
326, 328) and Tuskegee Institute,
$17,741,000; in all, $296,752,000; of which
not less than $79,400,000 is for Home Eco-
nomics: Provided, That funds hereby appro-
priated pursuant to section 3(c) of the Act
of June 26, 1853, and section 506 of the Act
of June 23, 1972, as amended, shall not be
paid to any State, Puerto Rico, Guam, or
the Virgin Islands, Micronesia, and Ameri-
can Samoa prior to availability of an equal
sum from non-Federal sources for expendi-
ture during the current fiscal year.

Federal administratior and coordination:
For administration of the Smith-Lever Act,
as amended by the Act of June 26, 1953, the
Act of August 11, 1955, the Act of October 5,
1962, section 506 of the Act of June 23, 1972,
section 209(d) of Public Law 93-471, and the
Act of September 28, 1977 (T U.SB.C. 341-
349), as amended, and section 1361(c) of the
Act of October 3, 1980 (7 U.S.C. 301n.), and
to coordinate and provide program leader-
ship for the extension work of the Depart-
ment and the several States and insular pos-
sessions, $5,979,000; of which not less than
$2,300,000 is for Home Economics.

NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL LIBRARY

For necessary expenses of the National
Agricultural Library, $11,340,000: Provided,
That this appropriation shall be available
for employment pursuant to the second sen-
tence of section 706(a) of the Organic Act of
1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and not to exceed
$35,000 shall be available for employment
under 5 U.S.C. 3109: Provided further, That
not to exceed $575,000 shall be available
pursuant to 7 U.S.C. 2250 for the alteration
and repair of buildings and improvements.

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR
MARKETING AND INSPECTION SERVICES

For necessary salaries and expenses for
the Office of the Assistant Secretary for
Marketing and Inspection Services to ad-
minister programs under the laws enacted
by the Congress for the Animal and Plant
Health Inspection Service, Food Safety and
Inspection Service, Federal Grain Inspec-
tion Service, Agricultural Cooperative Serv-
ice, Agricultural Marketing Service, (includ-
ing Office of Transportation) and Packers
and Stockyards Administration, $347,000.
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ANIMAL AND PLANT HEALTH INSPECTION
SERVICE

SALARIES AND EXPENSES
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
including those pursuant to the Act of Feb-
ruary 28, 1947, as amended (21 U.S.C. 114b-
¢), necessary to prevent, control, and eradi-
cate pests and plant and animal diseases; to
carry out inspection, quarantine, and regu-
latory activities; and to protect the environ-
ment, as authorized by law, $281,165,000; of
which $3,000,000 shall be available for the
control of outbreaks of insects, plant dis-
eases and animal diseases to the extent nec-
essary to meet emergency conditions: Pro-
vided, That $1,000,000 of the funds for con-
trol of the fire ant shall be placed in reserve
for matching purposes with States which
may come into the program: Provided fur-
ther, That no funds shall be used to formu-
late or administer a brucellosis eradication
program for the current fiscal year that
does not require minimum matching by the
States of at least 40 per centum: Provided
Sfurther, That this appropriation shall be
available for field employment pursuant to
the second sentence of section T06(a) of the
Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.8.C. 2225), and not
to exceed $40,000 shall be available for em-
ployment under 5 U.S.C. 3109: Provided fur-
ther, That this appropriation shall be avail-
able for the operation and maintenance of
aircraft and the purchase of not to exceed
twe, of which one shall be for replacement
only: Provided further, That, in addition, in
emergencies which threaten any segment of
the agricultural production industry of this
country, the Secretary may transfer from
other appropriations cr funds available to
the agencies or corporations of the Depart-
ment such sums as he may deem necessary,
to be available only in such emergencies for
the arrest and eradication of contagious or
infectious diseases or pests of animals, poul-
try, or plants, and for expenses in accord-
ance with the Act of February 28, 1947, as
amended, and section 102 of the Act of Sep-
tember 21, 1944, as amended, and any unex-
pended balances of funds transferred for
such emergency purposes in the next pre-
ceding fiscal year shall be merged with such
transferred amounts.

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES

For plans, construction, repair, improve-
ment, extension, alteration, and purchase of
fixed equipment or facilities, as authorized
by T U.S.C. 2250, and acquisition of land as
authorized by T U.S.C. 428a, $4,262,000.

FooD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE

For necessary expenses to carry on serv-
ices authorized by the Federal Meat Inspec-
tion Act, as amended, and the Poultry Prod-
ucts Inspection Act, as amended,
$358,494,000: Provided, That this appropria-
tion shall be available for field employment
pursuant to section 706(a) of the Organic
Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and not to
exceed $75,000 shall be available for em-
ployment under 5 U.S.C. 3109: Provided fur-
ther, That this appropriation shall be avail-
able pursuant to law (7 U.S.C. 2250) for the
alteration and repair of buildings and im-
provements, but the cost of altering any one
building during the fiscal year shall not
exceed 10 per centum of the current re-
placement value of the building.

FEDERAL GRAIN INSPECTION SERVICE
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of the United States Grain
Standards Act, as amended, and the stand-
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ardization activities related to grain under
the Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946, as
amended, including field employment pur-
suant to section 706(a) of the Organic Act of
1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and not to exceed
$20,000 for employment under 5 U.S.C.
3109, $7.045,000: Provided, That this appro-
priation shall be available pursuant to law
(7 U.8.C. 2250) for the alteration and repair
of buildings and improvements, but, unless
otherwise provided, the cost of altering any
one building during the fiscal year shall not
exceed 10 per centum of the current re-
placement value of the building: Provided
Jurther, That none of the funds provided by
this Act may be used to pay the salaries of
any person or persons who require, or who
authorize payments from fee-supported
funds to persons or persons who require,
nonexport, nonterminal interior elevators to
maintain records not involving official in-
spection or official weighing in the United
States under Public Law 94-582 other than
those necessary to fulfill the purposes of
such Act.

INSPECTION AND WEIGHING SERVICES
LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

Not to exceed $36,856,000 (from fees col-
lected) shall be obligated during the curreat
fiscal year for Inspection and Weighing
Services.

AGRICULTURAL COOPERATIVE SERVICE

For necessary expenses to carry out ihe
Cooperative Marketing Act of July 2, 1926
(7 U.S.C. 451-457), and for activities relating
to the marketing aspects of cooperatives, in-
cluding economic research and analysis and
the application of economic research find-
ings, as authorized by the Agricultural Mar-
keting Act of 1946 (T U.S.C. 1621-1627), and
for activities with institutions or organiza-
tions throughout the world concerning the
development and operation of agricultural
cooperatives (7 U.S.C. 3201), $4,713,000; of
which $139,000 shall be available for a field
office in Hawaii: Provided, That this appro-
priation shall be available for employment
pursuant to the second sentence of section
T06(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C.
2225), and not to exceed $15,000 shall be
available for employment under 5 U.S8.C.
3109.

AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE
MARKETING SERVICES

For necessary expenses to carry on serv-
ices related to consumer protection, agricul-
tural marketing and distribution and regula-
tory programs as authorized by law, and for
administration and coordination of pay-
ments to States; including field employment
pursuant to section 706(a) of the Organic
Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and not to
exceed $70,000 for employment under 5
U.S.C. 3109, $31,455,000; of which not less
than $1,582,000 shall be available for the
Wholesale Market Development Program
for the design and development of whole-
sale and farmer market facilities for the
major metropolitan areas of the country:
Provided, That this appropriation shall be
available pursuant to law (7T U.8.C. 2250) for
the alteration and repair of buildings and
improvements, but, unless otherwise provid-
ed, the cost of altering any one building
during the fiscal year shall not exceed 10
per centum of the current replacement
value of the building.

LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES
Not to exceed $27,253,000 (from fees col-

lected) shall be obligated during the current
fiscal year for administrative expenses.
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FUNDS FOR STRENGTHENING MARKETS, INCOME,
AND SUPPLY (SECTION 32)
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

Funds available under section 32 of the
Act of August 24, 1935 (7 U.S.C. 612¢) shall
be used only for commodity program ex-
penses as authorized therein, and other re-
lated operating expenses, except for: (1)
transfers to the Department of Commerce
as authorized by the Fish and Wildlife Act
of August 8, 1956; (2) transfers otherwise
provided in this Act; and (3) not more than
$6,193.000 for formulation and administra-
tion of Marketing Agreements and Orders
pursuant to the Agricultural Marketing
Agreement Act of 1937, as amended, and the
Agricultural Act of 1961.

PAYMENTS TO STATES AND POSSESSIONS

For payments to departments of agricul-
ture, bureaus and departments of markets,
and similar agencies for marketing activities
under section 204(b) of the Agricultural
Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1623(b)),
$990,000.

OFFICE OF TRANSPORTATION

For necessary expenses to Carry on serv-
ices related to agricultural transportation
programs as authorized by law; including
field employment pursuant to section 706(a)
of the Organic Act of 1944 (T U.S.C. 2225),
and not to exceed $20,000 for employment
under 5 U.S.C. 3109, $2,466,000: Provided,
That this appropriation shall be available
pursuant to law (7 U.S.C. 2250) for the al-
teration and repair of buildings and im-
provements, but, unless otherwise provided,
the cost of altering any one building during
the fiscal year shall not exceed 10 per
centum of the current replacement value of
the building.

PACKERS AND STOCKYARDS ADMINISTRATION

For necessary expenses for administration
of the Packers and Stockyards Act, as au-
thorized by law, including field employment

pursuant to section T06(a) of the Organic
Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and not to
exceed $5,000 for employment under 5
U.S.C. 3109, $9,201,000.

FarM INCOME STABILIZATION
OFFICE oF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR INTER-

NATIONAL AFFAIRS AND ComMoDITY PrRO-

GRAMS

For necessary salaries and expenses for
the Office of the Under Secretary for Inter-
national Affairs and Commodity Programs
to administer the laws enacted by Congress
for the Agricultural Stabilization and Con-
servation Service, Office of International
Cooperation and Development, Foreign Ag-
ricultural Service, and the Commodity
Credit Corporation, $502,000.

AGRICULTURAL STABILIZATION AND
CONSERVATION SERVICE
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary administrative expenses of
the Agricultural Stabilization and Conserva-
tion Service, including expenses to formu-
late and carry out programs authorized by
title III of the Agricultural Adjustment Act
of 1938, as amended (7 U.S.C. 1301-1393);
the Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended (7
U.S.C. 1421 et seq.); sections T to 15, 16(a),
16(f), and 17 of the Soil Conservation and
Domestic Allotment Act, as amended and
supplemented (16 U.S.C. 590g-5900, 590p(a),
590p(f), and 590q); sections 1001 to 1004,
1006 to 1008, and 1010 of the Agricultural
Act of 1970 as added by the Agriculture and
Consumer Protection Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C.
1501 to 1504, 1506 to 1508, and 1510); the
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Water Bank Act, as amended (16 U.S.C.
1301-1311); the Cooperative Forestry Assist-
ance Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C. 2101); sections
401, 402, and 404 to 406 of the Agricultural
Credit Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C. 2201 to 2205);
and laws pertaining to the Commodity
Credit Corporation, $395,119,000: Provided,
That not to exceed $395,119,000 may be
transferred to this account from the Com-
modity Credit Corporation fund: Provided
Sfurther, That other funds made available to
the Agricultural Stabilization and Conserva-
tion Service for authorized activities may be
advanced to and merged with this account:
Provided further, That these funds shall be
available for employment pursuant to the
second sentence of section 706(a) of the Or-
ganic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and not to
exceed $100,000 shall be available for em-
ployment under 5 U.S.C. 3109: Provided fur-
ther, That no part of the funds appropriated
or made available under this Act shall be
used (1) to influence the vote in any refer-
endum; (2) to influence agricultural legisla-
tion, except as permitted in 18 U.8.C. 1913;
or (3) for salaries or other expenses of mem-
bers of county and community committees
established pursuant to section 8(b) of the
Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment
Act, as amended, for engaging in any activi-
ties other than advisory and supervisory
duties and delegated program functions pre-
scribed in administrative regulations.
DaIrY INDEMNITY PROGRAM

For necessary expenses involved in
making indemnity payments to dairy farm-
ers for milk or cows producing such milk
and manufacturers of dairy products who
have been directed to remove their milk or
dairy products from commercial markets be-
cause it contained residues of chemicals reg-
istered and approved for use by the Federal
Government, and in making indemnity pay-
ments for milk, or cows producing such
milk, at a fair market value to any dairy
farmer who is directed to remove his milk
from commercial markets because of (1) the
presence of products of nuclear radiation or
fallout if such contamination is not due to
the fault of the farmer, or (2) residues of
chemicals or toxic substances not included
under the first sentence of the Act of
August 13, 1968, as amended (7 U.S.C. 450j),
if such chemicals or toxic substances were
not used in a manner contrary to applicable
regulations or labeling instructions provided
at the time of use and the contamination is
not due to the fault of the farmer, $100,000:
Provided, That none of the funds contained
in this Act shall be used to make indemnity
payments to any farmer whose milk was re-
moved from commercial markets as a result
of his willful failure to follow procedures
prescribed by the Federal Government.

CORPORATIONS

The following corporations and agencies
are hereby authorized to make such expend-
itures, within the limits of funds and bor-
rowing authority available to each such cor-
poration or agency and in accord with law,
and to make such contracts and commit-
ments without regard to fiscal year limita-
tions as provided by section 104 of the Gov-
ernment Corporation Control Act, as
amended, as may be necessary in carrying
out the programs set forth in the budget for
the current fiscal year for such corporation
or agency, except as hereinafter provided:

FEDERAL CROP INSURANCE CORPORATION

ADMINISTRATIVE AND OPERATING EXPENSES

For administrative and operating ex-
penses, as authorized by the Federal Crop
Insurance Act, as amended (7 U.S.C. 1516),
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$200,502,000: Provided, That not to exceed
$700 shall be available for official reception
and representation expenses, as authorized
by 7 U.8.C. 1506(i).

FEDERAL CROP INSURANCE CORPORATION FUND

For payments as authorized by section
508(b) of the Federal Crop Insurance Act, as
amended, $135,000,000.

CoMmMoDITY CREDIT CORPORATION
REIMBURSEMENT FOR NET REALIZED LOSSES

To reimburse the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration for net realized losses sustained,
but not previously reimbursed, pursuant to
the Act of August 17, 1961 (15 U.S.C. T13a-
11, 713a-12), $9,195,240,000.

GENERAL SALES MANAGER

(ALLOTMENT FROM COMMODITY CREDIT
CORPORATION)

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

Not to exceed $6,089,000 may be trans-
ferred from the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion funds to support the General Sales
Manager who shall work to expand and
strengthen sales of United States commod-
ities (including those of the Corporation) in
world markets pursuant to existing author-
ity (including that contained in the Corpo-
ration’s charter), and that such funds shall
be used by the General Sales Manager to
carry out the above activities. The General
Sales Manager shall report directly to the
Board of Directors of the Corporation of
which the Secretary of Agriculture is a
member. The General Sales Manager shall
obtain, assimilate, and analyze all available
information on developments related to pri-
vate sales, as well as those funded by the
Corporation, including grade and quality as
sold and as delivered, including information
relating to the effectiveness of greater reli-
ance by the General Sales Manager upon
loan guarantees as contrasted to direct
loans for financing commercial export sales
of agricultural commodities out of private
stocks on credit terms, as provided in titles I
and II of the Agricultural Trade Act of
1978, Public Law 95-501, and shall submit
quarterly reports to the appropriate com-
mittees of Congress concerning such devel-
opments.

‘Mr. WHITTEN (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that title I be considered as read,
printed in the ReEcorp, and open to
amendment at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Mississippi?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments or points of order to title
I?

If there are no amendments to title
I, the Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE II-RURAL DEVELOPMENT
PROGRAMS

RURAL DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR SMALL
COMMUNITY AND RURAL DEVELOPMENT

For necessary salaries and expenses fo
the Office of the Under Secretary for Small
Community and Rural Development to ad
minister programs under the laws enacte
by the Congress for the Farmers Home Ad
ministration, Rural Electrification Adminis
tration, Office of Rural Developmen
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Policy, and Federal Crop Insurance Corpo-
ration, $415,000.

OFFICE oOF RURAL DEVELOPMENT PoLICY

For necessary expenses, not otherwise
provided for, of the Office of Rural Devel-
opment Policy in providing leadership, co-
ordination, and related services in carrying
out the rural development activities of the
Department of Agriculture, as authorized
by section 603 of the Rural Development
Act of 1972, as amended (7 U.S.C. 2204b);
section 2 of the Rural Development Policy
Act of 1980 (7 U.S.C. 1921), and grants pur-
suant to the Consolidated Farm and Rural
Development Act, as amended (7 U.S.C.
1926(a)(11) and 7 U.S.C. 1932(c)), $2,037,000:
Provided, That this appropriation shall be
available for employment pursuant to the
second sentence of section 706(a) of the Or-
ganic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and not to
exceed $5,000 of this appropriation shall be
available for employment under 5 U.S.C.
3109.

FARMERS HOME ADMINISTRATION
RURAL HOUSING INSURANCE FUND

For direct loans and related advances pur-
suant to section 517(m) of the Housing Act
of 1949, as amended, $17,000,000 shall be
available from funds in the Rural Housing
Insurance Fund, and for insured loans as
authorized by title V of the Housing Act of
1949, as amended, $3,221,000,000; of which
not less than $3,220,000,000 shall be avail-
able for subsidized interest loans to low-
income borrowers, as determined by the
Secretary, and for subsequent loans to exist-
ing borrowers or to purchasers under as-
sumption agreements or credit sales; and
not to exceed $10,000,000 to enter into col-
lection and servicing contracts pursuant to
the provisions of section 3(f}3) of the Fed-
eral Claims Act of 1966 (31 U.S.C. 952).

During fiscal year 1986, no more than
15,000 units may be assisted under rental as-
sistance agreements entered into or ex-
tended during the year pursuant to author-
ity under section 521(aX2) of the Housing
Act of 1949, as amended, and the total new
obligation incurred over the life of these
agreements shall not exceed $198,000,000 to
be added to and merged with the authority
provided for this purpose in prior fiscal
years: Provided, That the life of the agree-
ments entered into or extended during fiscal
year 1986 shall not exceed five years.

For an additional amount to reimburse
the Rural Housing Insurance Fund for in-
terest subsidies and losses sustained in prior
years, but not previously reimbursed, in car-
rying out the provisions of title V of the
Housing Act of 1949, as amended (42 U.S.C.
1483, 1487e, and 1480a(c)), including
$2,757,000 as authorized by section 521(c) of
the Act, $1,843,927,000, and for an addition-
al amount as authorized by section 521(c) of
the Act as may be necessary to reimburse
the fund to carry out a rental assistance
program under section 521(aX2) of the
Housing Act of 1949, as amended.

AGRICULTURAL CREDIT INSURANCE FUND

Loans may be insured, or made to be sold
and insured, under this fund in accordance
with and subject to the provisions of 7
U.S.C. 1928-1929, or guaranteed, as follows:
real estate loans, $732,000,000, including not
less than $700,000,000 for farm owmnership
loans of which $200,000,000 shall be guaran-
teed loans; and not less than $28,000,000 for
water development, use, and conservation
loans of which $6,000,000 shall be guaran-
teed loans; operating loans, $3,400,000,000 of
which $1,480,000,000 shall be guaranteed
loans; and emergency insured and guaran-
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teed loans in amounts necessary to meet the
needs resulting from natural disasters.

For an additional amount to reimburse
the Agricultural Credit Insurance Fund for
interest subsidies and losses sustained in
prior years, but not previously reimbursed,
in carrying out the provisions of the Con-
solidated Farm and Rural Development Act,
as amended 7 U.8.C. 1988(a)),
£1,089,943,000.

RURAL DEVELOFPMENT INSURANCE FUND

For loans to be insured, or made to be sold
and insured, under this fund in accordance
with and subject to the provisions of 7
U.S.C. 1928 and 86 Stat. 661-664, as follows:
insured water and sewer facility loans,
$£340,000,000; guaranteed industrial develop-
ment loans, $100,000,000; and insured com-
munity facility loans, $115,000,000.

For an additional amount to reimburse
the Rural Development Insurance Fund for
interest subsidies and losses sustained in
prior years, but not previously reimbursed,
in carrying out the provisions of the Con-
solidated Farm and Rural Development Act,
as amended (7 U.S.C. 1988(a)), $560,005,000.

RURAL WATER AND WASTE DISPOSAL GRANTS

For grants pursuant to sections 306(a)2)
and 306(a)6) of the Consolidated Farm and
Rural Development Act, as amended (7
U.S.C. 1926), $115,000,000, to remain avail-
able until expended, pursuant to section
306(d) of the above Act.

VERY LOW-INCOME HOUSING REPAIR GRANTS

For grants to the very low-income elderly
for essential repairs to dwellings pursuant
to section 504 of the Housing Act of 1949, as
amended, $12,500,000.

MUTUAL AND SELF-HELP HOUSING

For grants and contracts pursuant to sec-
tion 523(b)(1)(A) of the Housing Act of 1949
(42 U.8.C. 1490¢), $8,000,000.

RURAL COMMUNITY FIRE PROTECTION GRANTS

For grants pursuant to section T of the
Cooperative Forestry Assistance Act of 1978
(Public Law 95-313), $3,250,000 to fund up
to 50 per centum of the cost of organizing,
training, and equipping rural volunteer fire
departments.

COMPENSATION FOR CONSTRUCTION DEFECTS

For compensation for construction defects
as authorized by section 509(c) of the Hous-
ing Act of 1949, as amended, $1,000,000.

RURAL HOUSING PRESERVATION GRANTS

Funds made available by Public Laws 98-
396 and 98-473 for rural housing preserva-
tion grants shall remain available through
September 30, 1986.

SALARIES AND EXPENSES
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses of the Farmers
Home Administration, not otherwise provid-
ed for, in administering the programs au-
thorized by the Consolidated Farm and
Rural Development Act (7 U.S.C. 1921-
1995), as amended; title V of the Housing
Act of 1949, as amended (42 U.S.C. 1471-
1490h); the Rural Rehabilitation Corpora-
tion Trust Liguidation Act, approved May 3,
1950 (40 U.S.C. 440-444), for administering
the loan program authorized by title III A
of the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964
(Public Law B88-452 approved August 20,
1964), as amended, and such other programs
for which Farmers Home Administration
has the responsibility for administering,
$356,297,000, together with not more than
$3,000,000 of the charges collected in con-
nection with the insurance of loans as au-
thorized by section 308(e) of the Consolidat-
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ed Farm and Rural Development Act, as
amended, and section 517(i) of the Housing
Act of 1949, as amended, or in connection
with charges made on borrowers under sec-
tion 502(a) of the Housing Act of 1949, as
amended: Provided, That, in addition, not to
exceed $1,000,000 of the funds available for
the various programs administered by this
agency may be transferred to this appro-
priation for temporary field employment
pursuant to the second sentence of section
706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C.
2225), to meet unusual or heavy workload
increases: Provided further, That not to
exceed $500,000 of this appropriation may
be used for employment under 5 U.S.C.
3109: Provided further, That not to exceed
$1,600,000 of this appropriation shall be
available for contracting with the National
Rural Water Association or other equally
qualified national organization for a circuit
rider program to provide technical assist-
ance for rural water systems: Provided fur-
ther, That, in addition to any other author-
ity that the Secretary may have to defer
principal and interest and forego foreclo-
sure, the Secretary may permit, at the re-
quest of the borrower, the deferral of princi-
pal and interest on any outstanding loan
made, insured, or held by the Secretary
under this title, or under the provisions of
any other law administered by the Farmers
Home Administration, and may forego fore-
closure of any such loan, for such period as
the Secretary deems necessary upon a show-
ing by the borrower that due to circum-
stances beyond the borrower’s control, the
borrower is temporarily unable to continue
making payments of such prineipal and in-
terest when due without unduly impairing
the standard of living of the borrower. The
Secretary may permit interest that accrues
during the deferral period on any loan de-
ferred under this section to bear no interest
during or after such period: Provided fur-
ther, That if the security instrument secur-
ing such loan is foreclosed, such interest as
is included in the purchase price at such
foreclosure shall become part of the princi-
pal and draw interest from the date of fore-
closure at the rate prescribed by law.

RURAL ELECTRIFICATION ADMINISTRATION

To carry into effect the provisions of the
Rural Electrification Act of 1936, as amend-
ed (7 U.S.C. 901-950(b)), as follows:

RURAL ELECTRIFICATION AND TELEPHONE
REVOLVING FUND LOAN AUTHORIZATIONS

Insured loans pursuant to the authority of
section 305 of the Rural Electrification Act
of 1936, as amended (7 U.S.C. 935), shall be
made as follows: rural electrification loans,
not less than $650,000,000 nor more than
$1,100,000,000; and rural telephone loans,
not less than $250,000,000 nor more than
$325,000,000; to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That loans made pursu-
ant to section 306 of that Act are in addition
to these amounts but during 1986 total com-
mitments to guarantee loans pursuant to
section 306 shall be mnot less than
$975,000,000 nor more than $2,345,000,000 of
contingent liability for total loan principal:
Provided further, That as a condition of ap-
proval of insured electric loans during fiscal
year 1986, borrowers shall obtain concur-
rent supplemental financing in accordance
with the applicable criteria and ratios in
effect as of July 15, 1982.

REIMBURSEMENT TO THE RURAL ELECTRIFICA-
TION AND TELEPHONE REVOLVING FUND
For an additional amount to reimburse
the rural electrification and telephone re-
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volving fund for interest subsidies and losses
sustained in prior years, but not previcusly
reimbursed, in carrying out the provisions
of the Rural Electrification Act of 1936, as
amended (7 U.S.C. 901-950(b)), $225,395,000.

RURAL TELEPHONE BANK

For the purchase of Class A stock of the
Rural Telephone Bank, $30,000,000, to
remain available until expended (7 U.S.C.
901-950(b)).

The Rural Telephone Bank is hereby au-
thorized to make such expenditures, within
the limits of funds and borrowing authority
available to such corporation in accord with
law, and to make such contracts and com-
mitments without regard to fiscal year limi-
tations as provided by section 104 of the
Government Corporation Control Act, as
amended, as may be necessary in carrying
out its authorized programs for the current
fiscal year. During 1986, and within the re-
sources and suthority available, gross obli-
gations for the principal amount of direct
loans shall be not less than $185,000,000 nor
more than $220,000,000.

RURAL COMMUNICATION DEVELOPMENT FUND

To reimburse the Rural Communication
Development Fund for interest subsidies
and losses sustained in prior years, but not
previously reimbursed, in making Communi-
ty Antenna Television loans and loan guar-
antees under sections 306 and 310B of the
Consolidated Farm and Rural Development
Act, as amended, $1,203,000.

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For administrative expenses to carry out
the provisions of the Rural Electrification
Act of 1936, as amended (7 U.S.C. 901-
850(b)), and to administer the loan and loan
guarantee programs for Community Anten-
na Television facilities as authorized by the
Consolidated Farm and Rural Development
Act (7 U.S.C. 1921-1995), and for which com-
mitments were made prior to fiscal year

1985, including not to exceed $7,000 for fi-
nancial and credit reports, funds for em-
ployment pursuant to the second sentence
of section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944
(7 U.8.C. 2225), and not to exceed $103,000
for employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109,
$30,990,000.

CONSERVATION

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR
NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENT

For necessary salaries and expenses for
the Office of the Assistant Secretary for
Natural Resources and Environment to ad-
minister the laws enacted by the Congress
for the Forest Service and the Soil Conser-
vation Service, $386,000.

So1L CONSERVATION SERVICE
CONSERVATION OPERATIONS

For necessary expenses for carrying out
the provisions of the Act of April 27, 1935
(16 U.8.C. 590a-590f) including preparation
of conservation plans and establishment of
measures to conserve soil and water (includ-
ing farm irrigation and land drainage and
such special measures for soil and water
management as may be necessary to prevent
floods and the siltation of reservoirs and to
control agricultural related pollutants); op-
eration of conservation plant materials cen-
ters; classification and mapping of soil; dis-
semination of information; acquisition of
lands by donation, exchange, or purchase at
a nominal cost not to exceed $100; purchase
and erection or alteration or improvement
of permanent and temporary buildings; and
operation and maintenance of aircraft,
$365,629,000; of which not less than
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£3,973,000 is for snow survey and water fore-
casting and not less than $4,089,000 is for
operation of the plant materials centers:
Provided, That of the foregoing amounts
$290,204,000 is for personnel compensation
and benefits and $75,425,000 is for other ex-
penses: Provided further, That the cost of
any permanent building purchased, erected,
or as improved, exclusive of the cost of con-
structing a water supply or sanitary system
and connecting the same to any such build-
ing and with the exception of buildings ac-
quired in conjunction with land being pur-
chased for other purposes, shall not exceed
$10,000, except for one building to be con-
structed at a cost not to exceed $100,000 and
eight buildings to be constructed or im-
proved at a cost not to exceed $50,000 per
building and except that alterations or im-
provements to other existing permanent
buildings costing $5,000 or more may be
made in any fiscal year in an amount not to
exceed $2,000 per building: Provided further,
That when buildings or other structures are
erected on non-Federal land that right to
use such land is obtained as provided in 7
U.8.C. 2250a: Provided further, That no part
of this appropriation may be expended for
soil and water conservation operations
under the Act of April 27, 1935 (16 U.S.C.
590a-590f) in demonstration projects: Pro-
vided further, That this appropriation shall
be available for field employment pursuant
to the second sentence of section T06(a) of
the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225) and
not to exceed $25,000 shall be available for
employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109: Provided
Jurther, That qualified local engineers may
be temporarily employed at per diem rates
to perform the technical planning work of
the Service.
RIVER BASIN SURVEYS AND INVESTIGATIONS

For necessary expenses to conduct re-
search, investigations and surveys of the wa-
tersheds of rivers and other waterways, in
accordance with section 6 of the Watershed
Protection and Flood Prevention Act ap-
proved August 4, 1954, as amended (16
U.S.C. 1006-1009), $14,906,000: Provided,
That this appropriation shall be available
for field employment pursuant to the
second sentence of section 7T06(a) of the Or-
ganic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and not to
exceed $60,000 shall be available for em-
ployment under 5 U.S.C. 3109.

WATERSHED PLANNING

For necessary expenses for small water-
shed investigations and planning, in accord-
ance with the Watershed Protection and
Flood Prevention Act, as amended (16
U.S.C. 1001-1008), $8,922,000: Provided,
That this appropriation shall be available
for field employment pursuant to the
second sentence of section 706(a) of the Or-
ganic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and not to
exceed $50,000 shall be available for em-
ployment under 5 U.S.C. 3109.

WATERSHED AND FLOOD PREVENTION
OPERATIONS

For necessary expenses to carry out pre-
ventive measures, including but not limited
to research, engineering operations, meth-
ods of cultivation, the growing of vegeta-
tion, rehabilitation of existing works and
changes in use of land, in accordance with
the Watershed Protection and Flood Pre-
vention Act approved August 4, 1954, as
amended (16 U.S.C. 1001-1005, 1007-1008),
the provisions of the Act of April 27, 1935
(16 U.8.C. 590a-f), and in accordance with
the provisions of laws relating to the activi-
ties of the Department, $183,843,000 (of
which $27,617,000 shall be available for the
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watersheds authorized under the Flood
Control Act approved June 22, 1936 (33
U.S8.C. 701, 16 U.S.C. 1006a), as amended
and supplemented): Provided, That this ap-
propriation shall be available for field em-
ployment pursuant to the second sentence
of section T06(a) of the Organic Act of 1944
(7 U.8.C. 2225), and not to exceed $5,000,000
shall be available for emergency measures
as provided by sections 403-405 of the Agri-
cultural Credit Aci of 1978 (16 U.S.C. 2203-
2205), and not to exceed $200,000 shall be
available for employment under 5 U.S.C.
3109: Provided further, That $14,000,000 in
loans may be insured, or made to be sold
and insured, under the Agricultural Credit
Insurance Fund of the Farmers Home Ad-
ministration (86 Stat. 663): Provided further,
That not to exceed $1,000,000 of this appro-
priation is available to carry out the pur-
poses of the Endangered Species Act of 1972
(Public Law 93-205), as amended, including
cooperative efforts as contemplated by that
Act to relocate endangered or threatened
species to other suitable habitats as may be
necessary to expedite project construction.

RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT

For necessary expenses in planning and
carrying out projects for resource conserva-
tion and development and for sound land
use pursuant to the provisions of section
32(e) of title III of the Bankhead-Jones
Farm Tenant Act, as amended (7 U.S.C.
1010-1011; 76 Stat. 607), and the provisions
of the Act of April 27, 1935 (16 U.S.C. 590a-
f), and the provisions of the Agriculture and
Food Act of 1981 (16 U.S.C. 3451-3461),
$26,320,000: Provided, That $2,000,000 in
loans may be insured, or made to be sold
and insured, under the Agricultural Credit
Insurance Fund of the Farmers Home Ad-
ministration (86 Stat. 663). Provided further,
That this appropriation shall be availabie
for field employment pursuant to the
second sentence of section 706(a) of the Or-
ganic Act of 1944 (7 U.8.C. 2225), and not to
exceed $50,000 shall be available for em-
ployment under 5 U.S.C. 3109.

GREAT PLAINS CONSERVATION PROGRAM

For necessary expenses to carry into
effect a program of conservation in the
Great Plains area, pursuant to section 16(b)
of the Soil Conservation and Domestic Al-
lotment Act, as added by the Act of August
7, 1956, as amended (16 U.S.C. 590p(b)),
$21,531,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

AGRICULTURAL STABILIZATION AND
CONSERVATION SERVICE

AGRICULTURAL CONSERVATION PROGRAM

For necessary expenses to carry into
effect the program authorized in sections 7
to 15, 16(a), 16(f), and 17 of the Soil Conser-
vation and Domestic Allotment Act ap-
proved February 29, 1936, as amended and
supplemented (16 U.S.C. 590g-5800, 590p(a),
590p(f), and 590q), and sections 1001-1004,
1006-1008, and 1010 of the Agricultural Act
of 1970, as added by the Agriculture and
Consumer Protection Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C.
1501-1504, 1506-1508, and 1510), and includ-
ing not to exceed $15,000 for the prepara-
tion and display of exhibits, including such
displays at State, interstate, and interna-
tional fairs within the United States,
$190,000,000, to remain available until ex
pended for agreements, excluding adminis.
tration but including technical assistance
and related expenses, except that no partici
pant in the Agricultural Conservation
gram shall receive more than $3,500, excep]
where the participants from two or mord
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farms or ranches join to carry out approved
practices designed to conserve or improve
the agricultural resources of the communi-
ty: Provided, That no portion of the funds
for the current year's program may be uti-
lized to provide financial or technical assist-
ance for drainage on wetlands now designat-
ed as Wetlands Types 3 (III) through 20
(XX) in United States Department of the
Interior, Fish and Wildlife Circular 39, Wet-
lands of the United States, 1956: Provided
Sfurther, That such amounts shall be avail-
able for the purchase of seeds, fertilizers,
lime, trees, or any other conservation mate-
rials, or any soil-terracing services, and
making grants thereof to agricultural pro-
ducers to aid them in carrying out approved
farming practices as authorized by the Soil
Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act,
as amended, as determined and recommend-
ed by the county committees, approved by
the State committees and the Secretary,
under programs provided for herein: Provid-
ed further, That such assistance will not be
used for carrying out measures and prac-
tices that are primarily production-oriented
or that have little or no conservation or pol-
lution abatement benefits: Provided further,
That not to exceed 5 per centum of the allo-
cation for the current year's program for
any county may, on the recommendation of
such county committee and approval of the
State committee, be withheld and allotted
to the Soil Conservation Service for services
of its technicians in formulating and carry-
ing out the Agricultural Conservation Pro-
gram in the participating counties, and shall
not be utilized by the Soil Conservation
Service for any purpose other than techni-
cal and other assistance in such counties,
and in addition, on the recommendation of
such county committee and approval of the
State committee, not to exceed 1 per

centum may be made available to any other
Federal, State, or local public agency for the
same purpose and under the same condi-

tions: Provided further, That for the current
year's program $2,500,000 shall be available
for technical assistance in formulating and
carrying out rural environmental practices:
Provided further, That no part of any funds
available to the Department, or any bureau,
office, corporation, or other agency consti-
tuting a part of such Department, shall be
used in the current fiscal year for the pay-
ment of salary or travel expenses of any
person who has been convicted of violating
the Act entitled “An Act to prevent perni-
cious political activities” approved August 2,
1939, as amended, or who has been found in
accordance with the provisions of title 18
U.S.C. 1913 to have violated or attempted to
violate such section which prohibits the use
of Federal appropriations for the payment
of personal services or other expenses de-
signed to influence in any manner a
Member of Congress to favor or oppose any
legislation or appropriation by Congress
except upon request of any Member or
through the proper official channels.

FORESTRY INCENTIVES PROGRAM

For necessary expenses, not otherwise
provided for, to carry out the program of
forestry incentives, as authorized in the Co-
operative Forestry Assistance Act of 1978
(16 U.S.C. 2101), including technical assist-
ance and related expenses, $12,500,000, to
remain available until expended, as author-
ized by that Act.

EMERGENCY CONSERVATION PROGRAM

For necessary expenses to carry into
effect the program authorized in sections
401, 402, and 404 of title IV of the Agricul-
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tural Credit Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C. 2201-
2205), $5,000,000, to remain available until
expended, as authorized by 16 U.S.C. 2204.

Mr. WHITTEN (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that title IT be considered as read,
printed in the REcorp, and open to
amendment at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Mississippi?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments or points of order to title
112

Hearing none, the Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE III-DOMESTIC FOOD
PROGRAMS
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR
Foop aND CONSUMER SERVICES

For necessary salaries and expenses for
the Office of the Assistant Secretary for
Food and Consumer Services to administer
the laws enacted by the Congress for the
Food and Nutrition Service and the Human
Nutrition Information Service, $350,000.

Foob AND NUTRITION SERVICE
CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses to carry out the
National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1751-
1761, and 1766), and the applicable provi-
sions other than section 3 of the Child Nu-
trition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1773-1785, and
1788); $4,114,140,000, to remain available
through fiscal year 1987, of which
$842,548,000 is hereby appropriated and
$3,271,592,000 shall be derived by transfer
from funds available under section 32 of the
Act of August 24, 1935 (T U.S.C. €12c): Pro-
vided, That, of funds provided herein,
$665,015,000 shall be available only to the
extent an official budget request is trans-
mitted to the Congress: Providea further,
That funds appropriated for the purpose of
section 7 of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966
shall be allocated among the States but the
distribution of such funds to an individual
State is contingent upon that State’s agree-
ment to participate in studies and surveys of
programs authorized under the National
School Lunch Act and the Child Nutrition
Act of 1966, when such studies and surveys
have been directed by the Congress and re-
quested by the Secretary of Agriculture:
Provided further, That if the Secretary of
Agriculture determines that a State’s ad-
ministration of any program under the Na-
tional School Lunch Act or the Child Nutri-
tion Act of 1966 (other than section 17), or
the regulations issued pursuant to these
Acts, is seriously deficient, and the State
fails to correct the deficiency within a speci-
fied period of time, the Secretary may with-
hold from the State some or all of the funds
allocated to the State under section 7 of the
Child Nutrition Act of 1966 and under sec-
tion 13(k)1) of the National School Lunch
Act; upon a subsequent determination by
the Secretary that the programs are operat-
ed in an acceptable manner some or all of
the funds withheld may be allocated: Pro-
vided further, That if the funds available
for Nutrition Education and Training grants
authorized under section 19 of the Child
Nutrition Act of 1966, as amended, require a
ratable reduction in those grants, the mini-
mum grant for each State shall be $50,000:
Provided further, That only final reimburse-
ment claims for service of meals, supple-
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ments, and milk submitted to State agencies
by eligible schools, summer camps, institu-
tions, and service institutions within sixty
days following the month for which the re-
imbursement is claimed shall be eligible for
reimbursement from funds appropriated
under this Act. States may receive program
funds appropriated under this Act for
meals, supplements, and milk served during
any month only if the final program oper-
ations report for such month is submitted to
the Department within ninety days follow-
ing that month. Exceptions to these claims
or reports submission reguirements may be
made at the discretion of the Secretary.

SPECIAL MILK PROGRAM

For necessary expenses to carry out the
special milk program, as authorized by sec-
tion 3 of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42
U.8.C. 1772), $11,500,000. to remain avail-
able through September 30, 1987: Provided,
That only final reimbursement claims for
milk submitted to State agencies within
sixty days following the month for which
the reimbursement is claimed shall be eligi-
ble for reimbursement from funds appropri-
ated under this Act. States may receive pro-
gram funds appropriated under this Act
only if the final program operations report
for such month is submitted to the Depart-
ment within ninety days following that
month. Exceptions to these claims or re-
ports submission requirements may be made
at the discretion of the Secretary.

FEEDING PROGRAM FOR WOMEN, INFANTS AND
CHILDREN (WIC)

For necessary expenses to carry out the
special supplemental food program as au-
thorized by section 17 of the Child Mutri-
tion Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1786),
$1,570,000,000: Provided, That funds provid-
ed herein shall remain available through
September 30, 1987.

COMMODITY SUPPFLEMENTAL FOOD PROGRAM

For necessary expenses to carry out the
commodity supplemental food program as
authorized by section 4(a) of the Agricul-
ture and Consumer Protection Act of 1973
(7T U.S.C. 612c (note)), including not less
than $2,950,000 for the projects in Detroit,
New Orleans, and Des Moines, $36,999,000:
Provided, That funds provided herein shall
ren-;a.in available through September 30,
1987.

FOOD STAMP PROGRAM

For necessary expenses to carry out the
Food Stamp Act (7 U.S.C. 2011-2027, 2029)
$11,891,570,000: Provided, That funds pro-
vided herein shall remain available through
September 30, 1986, in accordance with sec-
tion 18(a) of the Food Stamp Act: Provided
Surther, That up to 5 per centum of the
foregoing amount may be placed in reserve
to be apportioned pursuant to section 3679
of the Revised Statutes, as amended, for use
only in such amounts and at such times as
may become necessary to carry out program
operations: Provided further, That funds
provided herein shall be expended in ac-
cordance with section 16 of the Food Stamp
Act: Provided further, That this appropria-
tion shall be subject to any work registra-
tion or workfare requirements as may be re-
quired by law: Provided further., That
$345,000,000 of the funds provided herein
shall be available only to the extent neces-
sary after the Secretary has employed the
regulatory and administrative methods
available to him under the law to curtail
fraud, waste and abuse in the program.
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NUTRITION ASSISTANCE FOR PUERTO RICO

For monthly payments to the Common-
wealth of Puerto Rico for nutrition assist-
ance as authorized by 7 U.S.C. 2028,
$825,000,000.

FOOD DONATIONS PROGRAMS

For necessary expenses to carry out sec-
tion 4(a) of the Agriculture and Consumer
Protection Act of 1973 (7 U.S.C. 612c (note))
and section 4(b) of the Food Stamp Act (7
U.S.C. 2013), £187,622,000.

TEMPORARY EMERGENCY FOOD ASSISTANCE

PROGRAM

For necessary expenses to carry out the
Temporary Emergency Food Assistance Act
of 1983, as amended, $50,000,000: Provided,
That, in accordance with section 202 of
Public Law 98-92, these funds shall be avail-
able only if the Secretary determines the
existence of excess commodities.

FOOD PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION

For necessary administrative expenses of
the Domestic Food Programs funded under
this Act, $82,502,000; of which $5,000,000
shall be available only for simplifying proce-
dures, reducing overhead costs, tightening
regulations, improving food stamp coupon
handling, and assistance in the prevention,
identification and prosecution of fraud and
other violations of law: Provided, That this
appropriation shall be available for employ-
ment pursuant to the second sentence of
section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7
U.S.C. 2225), and not to exceed $150,000
shall be available for employment under 5
U.S.C. 3109,

HuMAN NUTRITION INFORMATION SERVICE

For necessary expenses to enable the
Human Nutrition Information Service to
perform applied research and demonstra-
tions relating to human nutrition and con-
sumer use and economies of food utilization,
$13,562,000: Provided, That this appropria-
tion shall be available for employment pur-

suant to the second sentence of section
706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C.
2225).

Mr. WHITTEN (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that title III be considered as
read, printed in the Recorp, and open
to amendment at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Mississippi?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend-
ments or points of order to title ITI?

Hearing none, the Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE IV—INTERNATIONAL
PROGRAMS
FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL SERVICE

For necessary expenses of the Foreign Ag-
ricultural Service, including carrying out
title VI of the Agricultural Act of 1954, as
amended (7 U.S.C. 1761-1768), market devel-
opment activities abroad, and for enabling
the Secretary to coordinate and integrate
activities of the Department in connection
with foreign agricultural work, including
not to exceed $110,000 for representation al-
lowances and for expenses pursuant to sec-
tion 8 of the Act approved August 3, 1956 (7
U.S.C. 1766), $83,547,000; Provided, That
not less than $255,000 of the funds con-
tained in this appropriation shall be avail-
able to obtain statistics and related facts on
foreign production and full and complete in-
formation on methods used by other coun-
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tries to move farm commodities in world
trade on a competitive basis.
PusLic Law 480
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For expenses during the current fiscal
year, not otherwise recoverable, and unre-
covered prior years' costs, including interest
thereon, under the Agricultural Trade De-
velopment and Assistance Act of 1954, as
amended (7 U.S.C. 1691, 1701-1715, 1721-
1726, 1727-17271, 1731-1736g), as follows: (1)
financing the sale of agricultural commod-
ities for convertible foreign currencies and
for dollars on credit terms pursuant to titles
I and III of said Act, not more than
$1,030,000,000; of which $657,000,000 is
hereby appropriated and the balance de-
rived from proceeds from sales of foreign
currencies and dollar loan repayments, re-
payments on long-term credit sales and car-
ryover balances, and (2) commodities sup-
plied in connection with dispositions abroad,
pursuant to title II of said Act, not more
than $650,000,000, of which $650,000,000 is
hereby appropriated: Provided, That not to
exceed 10 per centum of the funds made
available to carry out any title of this para-
graph may be used to carry out any other
title of this paragraph.

OFFICE OF INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION AND
DEVELOPMENT

For necessary expenses of the Office of
International Cooperation and Develop-
ment to coordinate, plan, and direct activi-
ties involving international development,
technical assistance and training, and inter-
national scientific and technical cooperation
in the Department of Agriculture, including
those authorized by the Food and Agricul-
ture Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3291), $3,917,000;
and the Office may utilize advances of
funds, or reimburse this appropriation for
expenditures made on behalf of Federal
agencies, public and private organizations
and institutions under agreements executed
pursuant to the agricultural food produc-
tion assistance programs (7 U.S.C. 1736) and
the foreign assistance programs of the
International Development Cooperation Ad-
ministration (22 U.S.C. 2392).

Mr. WHITTEN (during the reading).
Mr, Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that title IV be considered as
read, printed in the REcorp, and open
to amendment at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Mississippi?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend-
ments or points of order to title IV?

Hearing none, the Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE V—RELATED AGENCIES
FooDp AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Food and
Drug Administration; for rental of special
purpose space in the District of Columbia or
elsewhere; and for miscellaneous and emer-
gency expenses of enforcement activities,
authorized and approved by the Secretary
and to be accounted for solely on the Secre-
tary's certificate, not to exceed $25,000;
$390,225,000: Provided, That none of the
funds in this Act shall be used to develop,
establish, or operate any program of user
fees authorized by 31 U.S.C. 9701.

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES

For plans, construction, repair, improve-

ment, extension, alteration, and purchase of
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fixed equipment or facilities of or used by
the Food and Drug Administration, where
not otherwise provided, $1,450,000.
STANDARD LEVEL USER CHARGES (FDA)
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For payment of Standard Level User
Charges pursuant to Public Law 92-313 for
programs and activities of the Food and
Drug Administration which are included in
this Act, $25,888,000: Provided, That in the
event the Food and Drug Administration
should require modification of space needs,
a share of the salaries and expenses appro-
priation may be transferred to this appro-
priation, or a share of this appropriation
may be transferred to the salaries and ex-
penses appropriation, but such transfers
shall not exceed 10 per centum of the funds
made available for Standard Level User
Charges to or from this account.

CommoniTY FUTURES TRADING COMMISSION

For necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of the Commodity Exchange Act,
as amended (7 U.S.C. 1 et seq.), including
the purchase and hire of passenger motor
vehicles; the rental of space (to include mul-
tiple year leases) in the District of Columbia
and elsewhere; and not to exceed $25,000 for
employment under 5 U.8.C. 3109;
$28,416,000; including not to exceed $700 for
official reception and representation ex-
penses.

FarM CREDIT ADMINISTRATION

LIMITATION ON REVOLVING FUND FOR
ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

Not to exceed $21,175,000 (from assess-
ments collected from farm credit system
banks) shall be obligated during the current
fiscal year for administrative expenses, as
authorized under 12 U.8.C. 2249.

Mr. WHITTEN (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that title V be considered as read,
printed in the Recorp, and open to
amendment at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Mississippi?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
points of order against title V?

Are there amendments to title V?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WHITTEN

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WHITTEN: On
page 54, line 2, strike “390,225,000” and
insert “392,370,000".

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment is offered on behalf of the
subcommittee.

Mr. Chairman, we have been advised
by Secretary Heckler that budget
amendments are now pending at the
Office of Management and Budget to
increase the resources devoted to work
on acquired immune deficiency syn-
drome [AIDS].

These amendments involve the Cen-
ters for Disease Control, the National
Institutes of Health, the Alcohol,
Drug Abuse, and Mental Health Ad-
ministration, and the Food and Drug
Administration, a total of $37.8 mil-
lion.
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The amendment I offer on behalf of
the Committee increases the Commit-
tee’s recommendation for FDA, by
$2,145,000, the full amount of the
pending budget amendment. The re-
sources for the other agencies will be
addressed in the Labor-HHS Appro-
priation bill.

We have not yet received the budget
amendments, but the paperwork is
being processed by OMB, and should
be submitted soon. This money will be
used to develop and improve screening
tests for AIDS, to assure the safety of
the Nation’s blood supply, to clarify
the possible transmissibility of AIDS
through food, and to review and ap-
prove new diagnostic and treatment
products.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to my col-
league, the gentleman from California
[Mr. Faziol.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of the bill, which goes
such a long way to improve agricultur-
al programs for the State of California
in relation to the administration’s
budget submission, and I am particu-
larly pleased to see the committee’s
action in regard to AIDS.

Mr. Chairman, I commend the sub-
committee for adding the $2 million to
the budget of the Food and Drug Ad-
ministration to expedite the availabil-
ity of diagnostic kits for potential
AIDS victims across the country.

This wise and humane decision is an-
other example of the broad support
that exists in Congress for the limita-
tion and eventual eradication of ac-
quired immune deficiency syndrome.

As most Americans now know, the
threat to public health has now clear-
ly been extended to include every ele-
ment of our population. This bill and
the measure yet to come before us
from the subcommittee responsible for
health appropriations show significant
progress in broadening the funding
base for this terrible unsolved prob-
lem.

Mrs. SMITH of Nebraska. Mr. Chair-
man, this side supports the amend-
ment.

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, I
should like to express my strong sup-
port for this urgently needed amend-
ment to H.R. 3037, the fiscal year 1986
Agriculture Appropriation bill, and I
commend the committee, and particu-
larly its chairman and ranking minori-
ty member for offering it. This amend-
ment will provide an additional $2.145
million to the Food and Drug Adminis-
tration [FDA] for activities to combat
acquired immune deficiency syndrome
[AIDS].

The Secretary of Health and Human
Services [HHS] has informed the Ap-
propriations Committee that these ad-
ditional funds are essential for optimal
progress in fighting this deadly epi-
demic. This past Friday, July 19, 1985,
the Department finally responded to
congressional requests for revised rec-
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ommendations for funding and re-
sources necessary in fiscal year 1986
for the Public Health Service [PHS]
to deal effectively with this problem.
The FDA will use these additional
funds in part to expand activities re-
lated to the blood test for antibodies
to the HTLV-III virus, which is be-
lieved to cause AIDS, to ensure the
safety of the Nation'’s blood supply.
Other FDA activities include studying
the possibility of AIDS transmission
through food, and evaluating diagnos-
tic and treatment products, including
an eventual vaccine against the
HTLV-III virus.

There have been almost 4,000 AIDS
cases reported thus far in 1985 alone.
Over 1,000 cases have been reported in
New York City, which has had the
greatest number of AIDS cases in the
country, 33 percent. According to the
Centers for Disease Control [CDCI,
there have been 11,871 known cases of
AIDS in the United States to date and
the number of cases is doubling every
year. Seventy-five percent of AIDS pa-
tients diagnosed prior to January 1983
are now dead.

At present, there is no treatment or
cure for AIDS. Clearly, it is vital that
we provide the necessary resources to
fight this disease, for AIDS victims,
for their families, and to protect the
public health. The funds provided in
this amendment are within the section
302(b) allocation. This is a small price
to pay for a potentially great break-
through in our efforts to fight AIDS. I
urge my colleagues to support this
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Mississippi [Mr. WHITTEN].

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to title V?

If not, the Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE VI-GENERAL PROVISIONS

Sec. 601. The expenditure of any appro-
priation under this Act for any consulting
service through procurement contract, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 3109, shall be limited to
those contracts where such expenditures
are a matter of public record and available
for public inspection, except where other-
wise provided under existing law, or under
existing Executive Order issued pursuant to
existing law.

Sec. 602. Within the unit limit of cost
fixed by law, appropriations and authoriza-
tions made for the Department of Agricul-
ture for the fiscal year 1986 under this Act
shall be available for the purchase, in addi-
tion to those specifically provided for, of not
to exceed seven hundred thirty-four (734)
passenger motor vehicles of which seven
hundred six (706) shall be for replacement
only, and for the hire of such vehicles.

SEc. 603. Funds in this Act available to the
Department of Agriculture shall be avail-
able for uniforms or allowances therefore as
authorized by law (5 U.S.C. 5901-5902).

Sec. 604. Not less than $1,500,000 of the
appropriations of the Department of Agri-
culture in this Act for research and service
work authorized by the Acts of August 14,
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1946, July 28, 1954, and September 6, 1958
(7T U.8.C. 427, 1621-1629; 42 U.S.C. 1891-
1893), shall be available for contracting in
accordance with said Acts.

SEc. 605. No part of the funds contained in
this Act may be used to make production or
other payments to a person, persons, or cor-
porations who harvest or knowingly permit
to be harvested for illegal use, marihuana,
or other such prohibited drug-producing
plants on any part of lands owned or con-
trolled by such persons or corporations.

Sec. 606. Advances of money from any ap-
propriation in this Act for the Department
of Agriculture may be made by authority of
the Secretary of Agriculture to chiefs of
field parties.

SEc. 607. The cumulative total of transfers
to the Working Capital Fund for the pur-
pose of accumulating growth capital for
data services and National Finance Center
operations shall not exceed $2,000,000: Pro-
vided, That no funds in this Act appropri-
ated to an agency of the Department shall
be transferred to the Working Capital Fund
without the approval of the agency adminis-
trator: Provided further, That not to exceed
$40,001,000 shall be charged against the
Working Capital Fund for personnel com-
pensation and benefits.

Sec. 608. New obligational authority pro-
vided for the following appropriation items
in this Act shall remain available until ex-
pended: Public Law 480; Mutual and Self-
Help Housing, Watershed and Flood Pre-
vention Operations; Resource Conservation
and Development; Animal and FPlant Health
Inspection Service, Buildings and Facilities;
Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation
Service Salaries and Expenses funds made
available to county committees; the Federal
Crop Insurance Corporation Fund; and
Buildings and Facilities, Food and Drug Ad-
ministration.

Sec. 609. No part of any appropriation
contained in this Act shall remain available
for obligation beyond the current fiscal year
unless expressly so provided herein.

SEc. 610. Not to exceed $50,000 of the ap-
propriation available to the Department of
Agriculture in this Act shall be available to
provide appropriate orientation and lan-
guage training pursuant to Public Law 94-
449,

SEec. 611, Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, employees of the agencies of
the Department of Agriculture, including
employees of the Agricultural Stabilization
and Conservation county committees, may
be utilized to provide part-time and inter-
mittent assistance to other agencies of the
Department, without reimbursement,
during periods when they are not otherwise
full utilized, and ceilings on full-time equiv-
alent staff years established for or by the
Department of Agriculture shall exclude
overtime as well as staff years expended as a
result of carrying out programs associated
with natural disasters, such as forest fires,
droughts, floods, and other acts of God.

Sec. 612. Funds provided by this Act for
personnel compensation and benefits shall
be available for obligation for that purpose
only.

Sec. 613. No part of any appropriation
contained in this Act shall be expended by
any executive agency, as referred to in the
Office of Federal Procurement Policy Act
(41 U.S.C. 401 et seq.), pursuant to any obli-
gation for services by contract, unless such
executive agency has awarded and entered
into such contract as provided by law.

SEec. 614. None of the funds appropriated
or otherwise made available by this Act
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shall be available to implement, administer,
or enforce any regulation which has been
disapproved pursuant to a resolution of dis-
approval duly adopted in accordance with
the applicable law of the United States.

Sec. 615. Certificates of beneficial owner-
ship sold by the Farmers Home Administra-
tion in connection with the Agricultural
Credit Insurance Fund, Rural Housing In-
surance Fund, and the Rural Development
Insurance Fund shall be not less than 75 per
centum of the value of the loans closed
during the fiscal year.

Sec. 616. No funds appropriated by this
Act may be used to pay negotiated indirect
cost rates on cooperative agreements or
similar arrangements between the United
States Department of Agriculture and non-
profit institutions in excess of 10 per
centum of the total direct cost of the agree-
ment when the purpose of such cooperative
arrangements is to carry out programs of
mutual interest between the two parties.
This does not preclude appropriate payment
of indirect costs on grants and contracts
with such institutions when such indirect
costs are computed on a similar basis for all
agencies for which appropriations are pro-
vided in this Act.

Sec. 617. None of the funds in this Act
shall be used to carry out any activity relat-
ed to phasing out the Resource Conserva-
tion and Development Program.

Sec. 618. None of the funds in this Act
shall be used to prevent or interfere with
the right and obligation of the Commodity
Credit Corporation to sell surplus agricul-
tural commodities in world trade at com-
petitive prices as authorized by law.

Szc. 619. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of this Act, commodities acquired by
the Department in connection with Com-
modity Credit Corporation and section 32
price support operations may be used, as au-
thorized by law (15 U.S.C. Tl4c and 7 U.S.C.
612c¢), to provide comimodities to individuals
in cases of hardship as determined by the
Secretary of Agriculture.

Skec. 620. During fiscal year 1986, notwith-
standing any other provision of law, no
funds may be paid out of the Treasury of
the United States or out of any fund of a
Government corporation to any private in-
dividual or corporation in satisfaction of
any assurance agreement or payment guar-
antee or other form of loan guarantee en-
tered into by any agency or corporation of
the United States Government with respect
to loans made and credits extended to the
Polish People's Republic, unless the Polish
People’s Republic has been declared to be in
default of its debt to such individual or cor-
poration or unless the President has provid-
ed a monthly written report to the Speaker
of the House of Representatives and the
President of the Senate explaining the
manner in which the national interest of
the United States has been served by any
payments during the previous month under
loan guarantee or credit assurance agree-
ment with respect to loans made or credits
extended to the Polish People's Republic in
the absence of a declaration of default.

Sec. 621. None of the funds in this Act
shall be available to reimburse the General
Services Administration for payment of
Standard Level User Charges in excess of
the amounts specified in this Act.

Skec. 622. In fiscal year 1986, the Secretary
of Agriculture shall initiate construction on
not less than twenty new projects under the
Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention
Act (Public Law 566) and not less than five
new projects under the Flood Control Act
(Public Law 534).
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SEec. 623. Funds provided by this Act may
be used for translation of publications of
the Department of Agriculture into foreign
languages when determined by the Secre-
tary to be in the public interest.

Sec. 624. None of the funds appropriated
by this or any other Act may be used to re-
locate the Hawaii State Office of the Farm-
ers Home Administration from Hilo, Hawaii,
to Honolulu, Hawaii.

Sec. 625. Provisions of law prohibiting or
restricting personal services contracts shall
not apply to veterinarians employed by the
Department to take animal blood samples,
test and wvaccinate animals, and perform
branding and tagging activities on a fee-for-
service basis.

Sec. 626. None of the funds provided in
this Act may be used to reduce programs by
establishing an end-of-year employment
ceiling on full-time equivalent staff years
below the level set herein for the following
agencies: Farmers Home Administration,
12,400; Agricultural Stabilization and Con-
servation Service, 2,550; and Soil Conserva-
tion Service, 14,177.

Sec. 627. Punds provided in this Act may
be used for one-year contracts which are to
be performed in two fiscal years so long as
the total amount for such contracts is obli-
gated in the year for which the funds are
appropriated.

Sec. 628. Punds appropriated by this Act
shall be applied only to the objects for
which the appropriations were made except
as otherwise provided by law, as required by
31 U.S.C. 1301.
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PROGRAMS
Foreign Agricultural Service

Public Law 480
Office of International Cooperation

and Development

TITLE V—RELATED AGENCIES
Food and Drug Administration:

Salaries and Expenses 53

Buildings and Facilities 54

Standard Level User

(FDA).. 54
Commodity Futures Trading Com-

mission 54
Farm Credit Administration—Limi-

tation on Revolving Fund for Ad-

ministrative Expenses 55

TITLE V1
General Provisions... 55

Mr. WHITTEN (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask uranimous con-
sent that title VI be considered as
read, printed in the REcorp, and open
to amendment at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Mississippi?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
points of order or amendments to title
vI?

The Chair hears none.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I
move that the Committee do now rise
and report the bill back to the House
with an amendment, with the recom-
mendation that the amendment be
agreed to and that the bill, as amend-
ed, do pass.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore [Mr.
MuURTHA] having assumed the chair,
Mr. VenTO, Chairman of the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee, having had under consider-
ation the bill (H.R. 3037) making ap-
propriations for Agriculture, Rural
Development, and Related Agencies
programs for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1986, and for other pur-
poses, had directed him to report the
bill back to the House with an amend-
ment, with the recommendation that
the amendment be agreed to and that
the bill, as amended, do pass.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. With-
out objection, the previous question is
ordered.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read
the third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that

the yeas appeared to have it.

Mr.

LUNGREN. Mr.

demand s recorded vote.
A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic
device and there were—yeas 354, nays
71, not voting 8, as follows:

Ackerman
Addabbo
Akaka
Alexander
Andrews
Annunzio
Anthony
Applegate
Aspin
Atkins
AuCoin
Barnard
Barnes
Barton
Bateman
Bedell
Beilenson
Bennett
Bentley
Bereuter
Berman
Bevill
Biaggi
Bilirakis
Bliley
Boehlert
Boggs
Boland
Boner (TN)
Bonior (MI)
Bonker
Borski
Bosco
Boucher
Boulter
Boxer
Breaux
Brooks
Broomfield
Brown (CA)
Brown (CO)
Broyhill
Bruce
Bryant
Burton (CA)
Bustamante
Byron
Callahan
Campbell
Carper
Carr
Chandler
Chappell
Chappie

Clay
Clinger
Coats
Cobey
Coble
Coelho
Coleman (MO)

[Roll No. 254]

YEAS—354

Coleman (TX)
Collins
Combest
Conte
Conyers
Cooper
Coyne
Craig
Crockett
Daniel
Darden
Daschle
Dzub
Davis

de la Garza
Dezllums
Derrick
Dickinson
Dicks
Dingell
DioGuardi
Dixon
Dorgan (ND)
Dowdy
Duncan
Durbin
Dwyer
Dymally
Dyson
Early
Eckart (OH)

Edgar
Edwards (CA)
Edwards (OK)
Emerson
English
Erdreich
Evans (IA)

Glickman

Speaker, I

Gonzalez
Gordon
Gray (IL)
Gray (PA)
Green
Guarini
Gunderson
Hall (OH)
Hall, Ralph
Hamilton
Hammerschmidt
Hartnatt
Hatcher
Hawkins
Hayes
Heftel
Hendon
Hillis
Hopkins
Horton
Howard
Hoyer
Hubbard
Hucksby
Hutto
Jeffords
Jenkins
Johnson
Jones (NC)
Jones (OK)
Jones (TN)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kastenmeier
Kemp
Kennelly

Leach (IA)
Leath (TX)
Lehman (CA)
Lehman (FL)
Leland

Levin (MI)
Levine (CA)
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (FL)
Lightfoot
Lipinski
Livingston
Lloyd
Loeffler
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Long

Lott

Lowery (CA)
Lowry (WA)
Lundine
MacKay
Madigan
Manton
Markey
Marlenee
Martin (NY)
Martinez
Matsui
Mavroules
Mazzoli
McCain
McCloskey
MecCurdy
MecDade
McEwen
McHugh
McEernan
McKinney
McMillan
Meyers
Mica
Mikulski
Miller (CA)
Miller (OH)
Mineta
Mitchell
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moody
Moore
Morrison (CT)
Morrison (WA)
Mrazek
Murphy
Murtha
Myers
Natcher
Neal
Nichols
Nowak
O'Brien
Oakar
Oberstar
Obey

Olin

Ortiz
Owens
Oxley
Panetta
Parris
Pashayan

Anderson
Archer
Armey
Badham
Bartlett
Bates
Burton (IN)
Carney
Cheney
Coughlin
Courter
Crane
Dar yer

Pease
Penny
Pepper
Perkins
Petri

Pickle
Porter
Price
Quillen
Rahall
Rangel
Ray
Regula
Reid
Richardson
Ridge
Rinaldo
Roberts
Robinson
Rodino
Roe
Roemer
Rogers
Rose
Rostenkowski
Roth
Rowland (GA)

Schneider
Schroeder
Schuette
Schumer
Seiberling
Sharp
Shelby
Sikorski
Siljander
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slattery
Slaughter
Smith (FL)
Smith (IA)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith, Robert
Snowe
Snyder
Solarz
Spence

NAYS—T1

Gradison
Gregg
Grotberg
Hansen
Henry
Hertel
Hiler
Hughes
Hunter
Hyde
Ireland
Jacobs

L sino

DeLay
DeWine
Dornan (CA)
Dreier
Eckert (NY)
Fawell
Fields

Donnelly
Downey
Gejdenson

Lent

Lujan
Luken
Lungren
Mack
Martin (IL)
McCandless
MecCollum
McGrath
Michel
Miller (WA)

20241

Spratt

St Germain
Staggers
Stallings
Stangeland
Stark
Stenholm
Stokes
Strang
Stratton
Sundquist
Sweeney
Swift
Swindall
Synar
Tallon
Tauke
Tauzin
Taylor
Thomas (CA)
Thomas (GA)
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Traxler
Udall
Valentine
Vander Jagt
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Walgren
Watkins
Waxman
Weaver
Weber
Weiss
Wheat
Whitehurst
Whitley
Whittaker
Whitten
Williams
Wilson
Wirth

Wise

Waolf

Wolpe
Wortley
Wright
Wylie
Yates
Yatron
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Yourg (MO}

Molinari
Moorhead
Nelson
Nielson
Packard
Pursell

Ritter
Roukema
Rowland (CT)
Saxton
Schulze
Sensenbrenner
Shaw
Shumway
Shuster
Smith (NH)
Smith, Denny
Solomon
Stump
Vucanovich
‘Walker
Wyden
Zschau

NOT VOTING—8

Gekas
Hefner
Holt
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Monson
Studds

The Clerk announced the following

pair:

On this vote:




20242

Mr. Gejdenson for, with Mr,
against.

Messrs. GOODLING, LUKEN, and
FRANK changed their votes from
“yea” to “nay.”

Mr. ANTHONY and Mr. SWEENEY
changed their votes from “nay” to
“‘yea”.

So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Monson

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDER-
ATION OF H.R. 2121, COASTAL
ZONE MANAGEMENT REAU-
THORIZATION ACT OF 1985

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 214 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 214

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may,
pursuant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, de-
clare the House resolved into the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R.
2121) to provide for the reauthorization of
the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972,
and for other purposes, and the first read-
ing of the bill shall be dispensed with. After
general debate, which shall be confined to
the bill and shall continue not to exceed one
hour, to be eqgually divided and controlled
by the chairman and ranking minority
member of the Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries, the bill shall be con-
sidered for amendment under the five-
minute rule. It shall be in order to consider
the amendment in the nature of a substi-
tute recommended by the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries now printed
in the bill as an original bill for the purpose
of amendment under the five-minute rule,
and each section of said substitute shall be
considered as having been read. At the con-
clusion of the consideration of the bill for
amendment, the Committee shall rise and
report the bill to the House with such
amendments as may have been adopted, and
any Member may demand a separate vote in
the House on any amendment adopted in
the Committee of the Whole to the bill or
to the committee amendment in the nature
of a substitute. The previous question shall
be considered as ordered on the bill and
amendments thereto to final passage with-
out intervening motion except one motion
to recommit with or without instructions.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
MoAKLEY] is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the customary 30 minutes, for the pur-
pose of debate only, to the gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr. Lort], and pend-
ing that I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 214 is
an open rule providing for the consider-
ation of H.R. 2121, the Coastal Zone
Management Reauthorization Act of
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1985. The rule provides for 1 hour of
general debate to be equally divided
and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fish-
eries.

The rule makes in order an amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute
which is recommended by the Com-
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fish-
eries and is now printed in the bill
This amendment in the nature of a
substitute shall be considered as origi-
nal text for the purpose of amend-
ment under the 5-minute rule and is to
be considered by section with each sec-
tion to be considered as read. Finally,
Mr. Speaker the rule provides for one
motion to recommit with or without
instructions.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2121 is the bill to
reauthorize the Coastal Zone Manage-
ment Act. This act was first estab-
lished in 1972 to encourage coastal
States and communities to consolidate
their efforts in the management of
coastal resources, including natural,
commercial, and ecological resources.
H.R. 2121, the Coastal Zone Manage-
ment Reauthorization Act of 1985,
would authorize the appropriation of
funds for fiscal years 1986 through
1991.

Mr. Speaker, the act would provide
financial incentives for States to devel-
op coastal management programs. The
two main incentives that Congress
provided in the Coastal Zone Manage-
ment Act are Federal financial assist-
ance of up to 80 percent of program
cost for developing and implementing
State coastal zone management pro-
grams, and providing grants to States
to assist in the administration of fed-
erally approved programs.

Since the passage of the Coastal
Zone Management Act, all 35 eligible
States and territories have participat-
ed and 28 have voluntarily developed
federally approved programs. The in-
volvement of these States is the
reason why the Coastal Zone Manage-
ment Act has been so successful in ac-
complishing its goals.

Mr. Speaker, other provisions of
H.R. 2121 would allow the Secretary
of Commerce to make grants under
sections 306 and 306A of the bill to
coastal States, provided those grants
are matched by a State contribution of
20 percent of the grant for fiscal year
1986, 30 percent of the grant for fiscal
year 1987, 40 percent of the grant for
fiscal year 1988, and 50 percent of the
grant for each year thereafter. This
phased decrease in the Federal share
of grants would result in a 50/50
State-Federal partnership beginning
in fiscal year 1989 and beyond. This
provision in the bill would reflect the
Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries’ position that one of the
major purposes of the act is to get
coastal States to develop their own
coastal management programs.

July 24, 1985

Mr. Speaker, the cost of these grant
programs would be $40 million in
fiscal year 1986 and would be scaled
down to $35 million a year for fiscal
years 1989 through 1991. This reduc-
tion in the authorization level will
result in a savings of $99 million to the
Federal Treasury over the 6 years.
This reduction would require the
States to pick up the cost of adminis-
tering tneir coastal management pro-
grams over the period covered by this
legislation.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2121 also changes
the structure of the national program
protecting inland salt water bodies.
Through this program over 261,000
acres of salt water marshes, and shore-
lines, are being preserved for long-
term research and public educational
activities.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to com-
mend the gentleman from North Caro-
lina [Mr. JonEs], and also members of
both sides of the Committee on Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries for their
bipartisan effort in bringing a bill to
the House floor that will continue to
protect our Nation’s coastal areas.

Mr. Speaker, I urge adoption of
House Resolution 214 so that the
House may proceed on this important
legislation.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Speaker, House Res-
olution 214 provides for the consider-
ation of H.R. 2121 which reauthorizes
the Coastal Zone Management Act of
1972 for 6 years. The rule provides for
1 hour of general debate divided be-
tween the chairman and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

Following general debate, the bill
will be considered for amendment
under the 5-minute rule with the com-
mittee amendment in the nature of a
substitute considered as an original
bill for the purpose of amendment. Fi-
nally, the rule provides for the motion
to recommit with or without instruc-
tions.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2121 authorizes
the appropriation of funds for fiscal
years 1986 through 1991 to carry out
the purposes of the Coastal Zone Man-
agement Act. The authorization levels
are on a declining scale to reflect the
progress individual coastal States have
made in developing and implementing
their own management programs.

Under the provisions of H.R. 2121,
the annual authorization level for
basic State coastal zone management
grants for administration of coastal
management programs is $40 million
in fiscal year 1986, gradually declining
to $35 million annually in fiscal years
1989 through 1991. The bill also in-
cludes substantive changes in the act
to require States to provide funding
for a greater share of coastal manage-
ment program costs. Under current
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law, the Federal Government is re-
sponsible for up to 80 percent of such
costs. H.R. 2121 would reduce the Fed-
eral share to no more than 50 percent
in each year after fiscal year 1988.
H.R. 2121 also reauthorizes Federal
grants to States for low-cost construc-
tion and port development and the es-
tuarine reserve system at $9 million a
year.

Mr. Speaker, this authorization will
continue the States' longstanding ef-
forts to rejuvenate America's coasts,
which have an effect on every State in
the Nation. Today, our oceans and
Great Lakes are home to more than
one out of every two Americans. By
the year 2000, experts predict that
nearly 80 percent of the U.S. popula-
tion will live within an hour’s drive of
a seashore, lakefront or coastal area.
The coastal States’ record of success
as caretakers of the Nation’s vast
coastal resources is proof that the
Coastal Zone Management Act is
working, and working remarkably well.
Great progress has been made in man-
aging coastal development, promoting
economic development, restoring
urban waterfronts, managing coastal
resources, improving public access, en-
hancing marine and freshwater re-
sources, working with Federal agen-
cies, protecting lives and property—
the list goes on and on.

Mr. Speaker, since passage of the
Coastal Zone Management Act, all 35
eligible States and territories have
participated and 28, including my own
State of Mississippi, have developed
federally approved programs. In pass-
ing the act in 1972, the overwhelming
vote in favor of the final bill—376 to 6
in the House and 68 to 0 in the
Senate—signaled a strong congression-
al mandate for national coastal zone
management.

We are entering a crucial period
where activities in the Nation’s coastal
regions are intensifying, requiring
skillful management from all sectors,
public and private. The Coastal Zone
Management Act is the only compre-
hensive tool which allows Federal,
State, and local governments to coop-
eratively manage the beaches, bays,
wetlands, ports and harbors, estuaries,
islands, and fisheries of our Nation’s
coastal areas. If these grants are elimi-
nated, most States would not have the
financial resources to adequately ad-
minister their coastal management
programs or meet the act’s important
national policy objectives.

Mr. Speaker, this bill was reported
by unanimous voice vote and there
were no additional views filed. I there-
fore strongly urge the adoption of this
rule so we can proceed with the con-
sideration of this very important
Coastal Zone Management Reauthor-
ization Act.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.
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Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I have
no further requests for time, and I
move the previous question on the res-
olution.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDER-
ATION OF H.R. 10, NATIONAL
DEVELOPMENT INVESTMENT
ACT

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 223 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REes. 223

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may,
pursuant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, de-
clare the House resolved into the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R.
10) to amend the Public Works and Eco-
nomic Development Act of 1965 and the Ap-
palachian Regional Development Act of
1965, and the first reading of the bill shall
be dispensed with. All points of order
against the consideration of the bill for fail-
ure to comply with the provisions of section
402(a) of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974 (Public Law 93-344) are hereby waived.
After general debate, which shall be con-
fined to the bill and shall continue not to
exceed one hour, to be equally divided and
controlled by the chairman and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on Public
Works and Transportation, the bill shall be
considered for amendment under the five-
minute rule by titles instead of by sections,
and each title shall be considered as having
been read. Immediately after the enacting
clause of the bill is read, it shall be in order
to consider, before any other amendments,
the amendments printed in the Congres-
sional Record of July 11, 1985, by Repre-
sentative Howard of New Jersey, if offered
by Representative Howard or his designee,
said amendments shall be considered en
bloc and shall be in order although amend-
ing portions of the bill not yet read for
amendment, and said amendments shall not
be subject to a demand for a division of the
gquestion in the House or in Committee of
the Whole. Said amendments shall not be
subject to amendment but shall be debata-
ble for not to exceed twenty minutes, to be
equally divided and controlled by the propo-
nent of the amendment and a Member op-
posed thereto. If said amendments are
adopted, it shall be in order to consider the
bill, as modified by said amendments, which
shall be considered to have been adopted in
the House and in the Committee of the
Whole, as an original bill for the purpose of
amendment under the five-minute rule by
titles instead of by sections, and each title
shall be considered as having been read. At
the conclusion of the consideration of the
bill for amendment, the Committee shall
rise and report the bill to the House with
such amendments, as may have been adopt-
ed, and the previous questions shall be con-
sidered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without in-
tervening motion except one motion to re-
commit.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from California [Mr. BEIL-
ENSON] is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, I yield the
customary 30 minutes to the gentle-
man from Tennessee [Mr. QUILLEN]
pending which I yield myself such
time as I may consume.

House Resolution 223 is the rule pro-
viding for the consideration of H.R.
10, the National Development Invest-
ment Act and Appalachian Regional
Development Act Amendments of
1985. The rule waives section 402(a) of
the Congressional Budget Act against
consideration of the bill and provides
for 1 hour of general debate to be
equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority
member of the committee on Public
Works and Transportation. The rule
further provides that the bill will be
read for amendment by titles rather
than sections in order that its consid-
eration may be expedited.

The rule also makes in order the
consideration of amendments by the
gentleman from New Jersey and chair-
man of the Public Works Committee
[Mr. Howarp] that were printed in
the CoNGREsSSIONAL REcORD of July 11,
1985. The amendments are to be con-
sidered en bloc and are to be the first
amendments considered after the con-
clusion of general debate. The chair-
man'’s amendments are to be debatable
for no more than 20 minutes and shall
not be subject to amendment. House
Resolution 223 provides that if the
chairman’s amendments are adopted
by the House. The bill as modified by
those amendments shall be considered
as original text during proceedings
under the 5-minute rule. The rule also
makes in order the consideration of
one motion to recommit.

Mr. Speaker, section 402(a) of the
Budget Act, as Members know, prohib-
its the consideration of any measure
that authorizes the enactment of ap-
propriations for a fiscal year if the
measure is not reported from the com-
mittees to which it was referred by
May 15 preceding the fiscal year for
which the authorization is made. H.R.
10, which authorizes appropriations
for the coming fiscal year and for en-
suing fiscal years, was referred to the
Committee on Banking, Finance, and
Urban Affairs as well as the Commit-
tee on Public Works. While Public
Works did in fact file its report on
May 15 of this year, the Banking Com-
mittee chose to take no action on the
bill. Consequently, consideration of
H.R. 10 by the House would be in tech-
nical violation of section 402(a) of the
Budget Act.

Mr. Speaker, my colleagues will be
interested to know that on June 6 of
this year, the gentleman from Rhode
Island [Mr. St GErMAIN], who chairs
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the Banking Committee, wrote the
chairman of the Rules Committee ie-
questing that a rule be granted for
H.R. 10 and indicating that the Bank-
ing Committee's failure to report in no
way constitutes an attempt to delay
the bill's consideration. In addition,
the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. Gray] indicated in a letter to the
Rules Committee chairman that the
Budget Committee has no objection to
waiving this technical violation of the
Budget Act. I make these points to
assure my colleagues that the waiver
is recommended by the Rules Commit-
tee in light of the fact that there ap-
pears to be no opposition to its adop-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, the amendments which
Chairman Howarp will offer to the
bill will have the effect of lowering its
authorization levels to those assumed
in the first concurrent resolution on
the budget for fiscal year 1986 adopted
by the House on May 23 of this year.
The rule before the House would
ensure that if the amendments are
adopted, Members would retain the
opportunity to further amend affected
provisions of the bill.

H.R. 10, which was reported by the
Committee on Public Works and
Transportation without amendment,
consists of two titles. Title I, the Na-
tional Development Investment Act,
authorizes and consolidates programs
of the Economic Development Admin-
istration; $530 million are authorized
for each of fiscal years 1986, 1987, and
1988 for purposes of financing devel-
opment projects in economically dis-
tressed areas in the United States and
for the formulation of economic devel-
opment plans for such areas.

Title II, the Appalachian Regional
Development Act Amendments of
1985, authorizes $723 million over 5
years for the nonhighway programs
which are administered by the Appa-
lachian Regional Commission in order
to promote economic development in
the severely distressed region which it
serves. The bill also authorizes $2 bil-
lion for fiscal years 1986 through 1992
to complete the Appalachian Highway
System—a step which is considered
crucial to the area’s development.
Should the House adopt the amend-
ments to be offered en bloc by Chair-
man Howarp, the total authorization
levels in the bill will be reduced sig-
nificantly for all programs included.

Both titles also include a variety of
statutory modifications designed to
improve the efficiency and effective-
ness of the programs of the Economic
Development Administration and the
Appalachian Regional Commission.
One example of such an amendment is
a requirement that half of grant funds
appropriated for EDA Administration
be spent by the end of the seventh
month of the fiscal year for which
they were appropriated. The bill also
requires that the Federal share of any
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project of the ARC—with the excep-
tion of highway construction—may
not exceed 50 percent.

The open rule now before the House,
Mr. Speaker assures all Members the
opportunity to offer germane amend-
ments during the consideration of
H.R. 10. I urge my colleagues to adopt
the resolutior: so that we can begin to
consider the important issues which
are addressed in the bill.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself as much time as T may use.

Mr. Speaker, the National Develop-
ment Investment Act is an important
bill. The rule has been ably explained,
and I will not be redundant.

Mr. Speaker, we know that the ad-
ministration wants to do away with
the Appalachian Regional Commission
and with the Economic Development
Administration. I was on the Public
Works Committee and helped draft
the legislation to create the Appalach-
ian Regional Commission. It has done
a great job for the Appalachian area. I
live in the heart of it. The Appalach-
ian Regional Commission has cpened
up access to that area, bringing on eco-
nomic development, and it has served
a good purpose.

I would urge the Members of this
House to consider seriously the con-
tinuation of these two programs as
outline by the Committee on Public
Works and Transportation. I think it
is a fine thing that we do this. Obvi-
ously the funds have been reduced.
But the bill brings back into focus the
original purpose of the Appalachian
Regional Commission and the Eco-
nomiec Development Administration. It
does what it should do, and that is to
create jobs and construction, and the
money is not wasted.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
CLINGER].

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, this is
a good rule. I would point out that the
bill that we will be bringing to the
floor under this rule contains a com-
mittee amendment which would make
the authorization in this bill consist-
ent with the House budget resolution.

In fact, Mr. Speaker, the amend-
ment that we will bring exceeds any-
thing that we have done yet in terms
of a freeze, because the House budget
resolution would call for a 10-percent
cut in these programs, so what we are
doing here is really a freeze, plus a 10-
percent cut. So that, I think, would
bring us, and does bring us, into line
with the House budget resolution.

Mr. Speaker, this bill constitutes a
significant reform of the legislation we
have had in the past under the Eco-
nomic Development Administration
and the Appalachian Regional Com-
mission. Criticisms were made last
week of the fact that vast amounts of
the country were eligible for aid under
the EDA legislation, up to 80 percent.
This bill would substantially correct
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that abuse, and clearly it is an abuse.
This would limit eligibility. It would
bring the eligible areas down to those
that are really most needful, the ones
that are hurting the most, the ones
that need some minimal investment at
the Federal level in order to get their
economic house in order and to begin
to create the jobs that are necessary in
those pockets of poverty throughout
our country. So eligibility is limited
under this bill.

The second thing this does is it ad-
dresses another criticism that was
made of the bill, which was that the
loan program was out of control, that
we had vast numbers of loans that
were in default or about to go into de-
fault. In essence, we recognize that
criticism, and we have restructured
the program so that the loan program
that would be in existence would be
strictly administered at the local level.
They are in a much better position to
monitor these loans and determine
who should be receiving help and who
should not, and then monitoring and
making sure that the loans are kept
current. So we have reformed that ele-
ment of the bill.
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We do accentuate planning and I
would point out that it is because of
the EDA that we have in place
throughout this country planning
people who are able and they are in
place to help, particularly in our rural
areas, to help them come up with and
devise economic strategies for their
areas. These people are very creative.
They are knowledgeable. The exper-
tise is there and we would continue
that kind of support.

Last week, Mr. Speaker, we had
voted on this issue, on the issue of
EDA, and the vote was 318 against an
amendment to delete all funding for
EDA and 95 votes in favor. I think
that demonstrated broad-based sup-
port for this legislation.

We also heard a number of success
stories of things that have been ac-
complished through this agency, suc-
cess stories that bespeak, I think, the
fact that this has been an effective
agency. It has created jobs. It has pre-
served jobs that otherwise would have
disappeared and it has done so with a
very, very modest investment of Feder-
al dollars.

This is not a huge boondoggle, a
huge pork-barrel program. It is a very
targeted program and it will be even
more targeted in the future.

Mr. Speaker, I think this is a good
bill that we are considering. It is a
much tighter bill. It is a targeted bill.
It is a focused program. It is going to
be built on the success stories that we
have had in the past, while eliminat-
ing those areas and programs that
have not proven effective.
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It recognizes, Mr. Speaker, that
there is a continuing role for the Fed-
eral Government, albeit a modest one,
in the economic development problerms
of this country.

Again, it is a good rule and I urge
support of the Members for it.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I urge
adoption of the rule so that the House
can get down to business and pass the
legislation when it is brought to the
floor.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I
urge my colleagues to support the
rule.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quest for time, and I move the previ-
ous question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is cn the resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempcre announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify
absent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic
device, and there were—yeas 406, nays
12, not voting 15, as follows:

[Roll No. 255]
YEAS—406

Bryant
Burton (CA)
Burton (IN)
Bustamante
Byron
Callahan
Campbell
Carper
Carr
Chandler
Chappell
Chappie
Cheney
Clay
Clinger
Coats

Coble
Coelho
Coleman (MO)
Coleman (TX)
Collins
Combest
Conte
Conyers
Cooper
Coughlin
Courter
Coyne
Craig

Crane
Crockett
Daniel
Dannemeyer
Darden
Daschle
Daub

Davis

de la Garza
DeLay
Dellums
Derrick
Dickinson
Dicks

Ackerman
Addabbo
Akaka
Alexander
Anderson
Andrews
Annunzio
Anthony
Applegate
Archer
Aspin
Atkins
AuCoin
Barnard
Barnes
Bateman
Bates
Bedell
Beilenson
Bennett
Bentley
Bereuter
Berman
Bevill
Biaggi
Bilirakis
Bliley
Boehlert
Boggs
Boner (TN)
Bonker
Borski
Bosco
Boucher
Boulter
Boxer
Breaux
Brooks
Broomfield
Brown (CA)
Brown (CO)
Broyhill
Bruce

Dingell
DioGuardi
Dixon
Donnelly
Dorgan (ND)
Dornan (CA)
Dowdy
Duncan
Durbin
Dwyer
Dymally
Dyson
Early
Eckart (OH)
Eckert (NY)
Edgar
Edwards (CA)
Edwards (OK)
Emerson
English
Erdreich
Evans (IA)
Evans (IL)
Fascell
Fawell
Fazio
Feighan
Fiedler
Fields

Fish

Flippo
Florio
Foglietta
Foley

Ford (MI)
Ford (TN)
Fowler
Frank
Franklin
Frost
Fuqua
Gallo
Garcia

Gaydos
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilman
Gingrich
Glickman
Gonzalez
Goodling
Gordon
Gradison
Gray (IL)
Gray (PA)
Green
Gregg
Grotberg
Guarini
Gunderson
Hall (OH)
Hall, Ralph
Hamilton
Hammerschmidt
Hansen
Hartnett
Hatcher
Hawkins
Hayes
Heftel
Hendon
Henry
Hertel
Hiler
Hillis
Hopkins
Horton
Howard
Hoyer
Hubbard
Huckaby
Hughes
Hutto
Hyde
Ireland
Jacobs
Jeffords
Jenkins
Johnson
Jones (NC)
Jones (OK)
Jones (TN)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kastenmeier
Kemp
Kennelly
Kildee
Kindness
Kleczka
Kolbe
Kolter
Kostmayer
er
LaFalce
Lagomarsino
Lantos
Latta
Leach (IA)
Leath (TX)
Lehman (CA)
Lehman (FL)
Leland
Lent
Levin (MI)
Levine (CA)
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (FL)
Lightfoot
Lipinski
Livingston
Liloyd
Loeffler
Long
Lott
Lowery (CA)
Lowry (WA)
Lujan
Luken
Lundine
Mack
MacKay
Madigan
Manton

Markey
Marlenee
Martin (IL)
Martin (NY)
Martinez
Matsui
Mavroules
Mazzoli
MecCain
MecCandless
McCloskey
McCollum
McCurdy
McDade
McEwen
MecGrath
McHugh
McKernan
McKinney
McMillan
Meyers
Mica
Michel
Mikulski
Miller (CA)
Miller (WA)
Mineta
Mitchell
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Moody
Moore
Moorhead
Morrison (CT)
Morrison (WA)
Mrazek
Murphy
Murtha
Myers
Natcher
Neal
Nelson
Nichols
Nielson
Nowak
O’'Brien

Oakar
Oberstar
Obey
Olin
Ortiz
Owens
Oxley

Rogers

Rose
Rostenkowskl
Roth
Roukema
Rowland (CT)
Rowland (GA)
Roybal

Rudd

Russo

Sabo
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Savage
Saxton
Schaefer
Scheuer
Schneider
Schroeder
Schuette
Schulze
Schumer
Seiberling
Sensenbrenner
Sharp
Shaw
Shelby
Shuster
Sikorski
Siljander
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slattery
Slaughter
Smith (FL)
Smith (1A)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NH)
Smith (NJ)
Smith, Robert
Snowe
Snyder
Solomon
Spence
Spratt

8t Germain
Staggers
Stallings
Stangeland
Stark
Stenholm
Stokes
Strang
Stratton
Sundquist
Sweeney

Thomas (CA)
Thomas (GA)
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Traxler
Udall
Valentine
Vander Jagt
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Walgren
Walker
Watkins
‘Waxman
Weaver
Weilss
Wheat
Whitehurst
‘Whitley
Whittaker
Whitten
Willlams
Wilson
Wirth

Wise

Wolf

Wolpe
Wortley
Wright
Wyden
Wylie

Yates
Yatron
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Young (MO)
Zschau
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NAYS-—12

DeWine
Dreier
Frenzel
Hunter

Armey
Bartlett
Barton
Cobey

Smith, Denny
Stump
Vucanovich
Weber

NOT VOTING—15

Gejdenson
Hefner
Holt
Lungren
Miller (OH)
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Messrs. STUMP, HUNTER, and
ARMEY changed their votes from
“yea” to “nay.”

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Badham
Boland
Bonior (MI)
Carney
Downey

Monson
Montgomery
Shumway
Solarz

Studds

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.J. RES. 187, APPROVING
T(IJCC))II.:TIPACT OF FREE ASSOCIA-

Mr. PEPPER, from the Committee
on Rules, submitted a privileged
report (Rept. No. 99-224) on the reso-
lution (H. Res. 235) providing for the
consideration of the joint resolution
(H.J. Res. 187) to approve the “Com-
pact of Free Association,” and for
other purposes, which was referred to
the House Calendar and ordered to be
printed.

NATIONAL DISABILITY IN
ENTERTAINMENT WEEK

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be
discharged from further consideration
of the Senate joint resolution (S.J.
Res. 86) to designate the week of July
25, 1985 through July 31, 1985, as “Na-
tional Disability in Entertainment
Week,"” and ask for its immediate con-
sideration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the
Senate joint resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, I do not object,
but I simply would like to inform the
House that the minority has no objec-
tion to the legislation now being con-
sidered.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate joint res-
olution as follows:

S.J. Res. 86

Whereas the thirty six million people with
disabilities in our Nation still face attitudi-
nal barriers that prevent the full exercise of
their civil liberties;
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Whereas the enteriainment industry is a
powerful educational tool that has a signifi-
cant impact on the images the Nation per-
ceives;

Whereas the entertainment industry has
been making strides in increasing both the
quantity and quality of the portrayals and
employment of people with disabilities in
the media;

Whereas the continued involvement of
the entertainment industry is vital to
changing the stereotypes of people with dis-
abilities;

Whereas the entertainment industry, the
Federal Government, and the Nation should
recognize the great potential for contribu-
tion from those with disabilities: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That the week of
July 25, 1985, through July 31, 1985, is des-
ignated as ““National Disability in Entertain-
ment Week" and the President is authorized
and requested to issue a proclamation call-
ing upon the people of the United States to
observe the week with appropriate pro-
grams, ceremonies, and activities.

The Senate joint resolution was or-
dered to be read a third time, was read
the third time, and passed, and a
motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

LUPUS AWARENESS WEEK

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be
discharged from further consideration
of the Senate joint resolution (S.J.
Res. 57) to designate the week of Octo-
ber 20, 1985, through October 26, 1985,
as “Lupus Awareness Week,” and ask
for its immediate consideration in the
House.

The Clerk read the title of
Senate joint resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

Mr. HANSEN, Mr. Speaker reserving
the right to object, I do not object, but
simply would like to inform the House
that the minority has no objection to
the legislation now being considered.

Mr. Speaker, under my reservation, I
would like to yield to the gentleman
from New York [Mr. GILMAN].

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to take this opportunity to ex-
press my strong support for Senate
Joint Resolution 57, which designates
October 20 through 26 as “Lupus
Awareness Week.” I would also like to
thank the gentleman from Pennsylva-
nia [Mr. Borski] for sponsoring the
House companion measure, House
Joint Resolution 197, which I am
proud to have cosponsored.

It is appropriate that we consider
this resolution today, while concerned
people and members of lupus aware-
ness organizations from across the
United States are attending a Lupus
Convention in Dallas, TX. The con-
vention began on July 13 and will last
until the 27th. Our consideration of

the
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Senate Joint Resolution 57 will, I am
certain, bolster the spirit and hope of
all those in attendance who have dedi-
cated their time and energy to this
worthy cause.

The disease, lupus erythematosus, is
an immunological disorder character-
ized by chronic inflammation of the
connective tissues. Its symptoms in-
clude severe pain in the joints, and in-
creased susceptibility to infections,
rashes, and bruises. Sadly enough,
these symptoms are worsened by expo-
sure to sunlight, thus depriving lupus
victims of the mental and sometimes
physical healing power of the Sun. Al-
though lupus is usually restricted to
the extremities, it can also cause
damage to major body organs, and in
worst cases, lupus can even cause
death.

Lupus erythematosus affects a stag-
gering 50,000 people each year, but un-
fortunately is less understood than
multiple sclerosis, muscular dystro-
phy, and cystic fibrosis, which claim
less victims per year. Although these
three diseases are less widespread than
lupus, they are no less tragic. All four
diseases, including lupus, are presently
incurable. However, with lupus the
problem of not having a cure is com-
pounded by a significant lack of
awareness. Although lupus erythema-
tosus is not a rare condition, doctors
who are unfamiliar with the disease
often misdiagnose lupus victims who
could have been effectively treated to
reduce the severity of the condition.

Through the work of the Lupus
Foundation of America, Inc., its con-
stituent chapters and other concerned
individuals, much progress has been
made to support lupus victims and
their families, to encourage funding
for research and to increase awareness
of lupus. In specific, I am familiar
with the work of the Rockland and
Orange Chapter of the Lupus Founda-
tion of America, Inc., an all-volunteer
health organization dedicated to lupus
and located in my congressional dis-
trict.

In spite of the progress that has al-
ready been made to increase the
awareness of lupus erythematosus,
there is still much work that needs to
be done to educate the public, the
Government, and most especially
those in the medical profession about
the incidence of lupus. Accordingly, I
urge my colleagues to join in support
of this measure. By passing Senate
Joint Resolution 57, we can add to the
progress that has already been
achieved by organizations and people
such as those currently gathered in
Dallas at the Lupus Convention by
giving them something to build upon,
talk about, and hope for.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
fully support the measure.
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® Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of Senate Joint Resolution 57,
which designates the week of October
20-26, 1985, as “Lupus Awareness
Week.” I am proud to have sponsored
this resolution, and would like to ex-
press my thanks to the many Members
who joined me as cosponsors.

Lupus erythematosus, or lupus, is a
debilitating disease of the body’'s
immune system, and there is no cure
yet known for it. The body’s immune
system attacks healthy tissue, result-
ing in severe inflammation and scar-
ring. Lupus may only affect the skin in
some victims, while in others it may
damage major body organs. Lupus can
cause kidney and heart disease, pleuri-
sy, and pneumonia. In some cases, the
disease may result in death.

Lupus affects over 500,000 Ameri-
cans, with more than 50,000 new cases
diagnosed yearly. While the disease
can affect people of all ages, over 70
percent of its victims are women, often
in their child-bearing years.

Lupus is largely unknown among the
general public, even though it is more
common than multiple sclerosis, mus-
cular dystrophy, and leukemia. Fur-
ther, it is often misdiagnosed, prevent-
ing victims from receiving the treat-
ments that could possibly reduce the
severity of the disease.

For these reasons, it is critical to in-
crease the awareness of the general
public to the symptoms, diagnosis, and
possible prevention of lupus. “Lupus
Awareness Week" is an important part
of the effort to increase public aware-
ness and promote early diagnosis and
improved treatment.

I want to thank the Lupus Founda-
tion of America for their leadership in
bringing this issue to the attention of
Congress. The Lupus Foundation is ag-
gressively leading the fight to combat
and ultimately defeat this illness.

It is my hope that this resolution
can mark a unification of our concern
and our efforts, on the part of Con-
gress, the Lupus Foundation, and the
general public, to finding an end to
one of the most baffling, painful and
injurious diseases now confronting the
American public. Lupus Awareness
Week is a heartening step in the right
direction.e

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate joint res-
olution, as follows:

S.J. Res. 57

Whereas Lupus Erythematosus is a dis-
ease of unknown cause that affects over
five-hundred thousand people in the United
States, 90 percent of whom are women in
their childbearing years;

Whereas Lupus Erythematosus, though
not a rare disease, is unfamiliar even to
some physicians which may result in the
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;ilsease being misdiagnosed or diagnosed too
ate;

Whereas Lupus Erythematosus in the
most severe form can be fatal;

Whereas The Lupus Foundation of Amer-
ica, Inc., its constitutent chapters, and other
voluntary health organizations are estab-
lished throughout the United States to
serve and support victims of lupus and their
families, encourage funding for research
and increase public awareness; and

Whereas the public and the Federal Gov-
ernment are not sufficiently aware of the
incidence of Lupus Erythematosus: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resenlatives of the Uniled States of America
in Congress assembled, That the week of
October 20, 1985, through October 26, 1985,
is designated as “Lupus Awareness Week"
and the President is authorized and request-
ed to issue a proclamation calling upon the
people of the United States to observe the
week with appropriate programs, ceremo-
nies, and activities.

The Senate joint resolution was or-
dered to be read a third time, was read
the third time, and passed, and a
motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

RECOGNIZING BOTH PEACE
CORPS VOLUNTEERS AND THE
PEACE CORPS ON THE AGEN-
CY'S 25TH ANNIVERSARY

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be
discharged from further consideration
of the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 305)
to recognize both Peace Corps volun-
teers and the Peace Corps on the
Agency's 25th anniversary, 1985-86,
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, I do not object
but simply would like to inform the
House that the minority has no objec-
tion to the legislation now being con-
sidered.

Mr. Speaker, under my reservation, I
yield to the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. Paur HENRY], who is the chief
sponsor of House Joint Resolution 305.

Mr. HENRY. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

I simply point out, Mr. Speaker, that
this resolution is a resolution of com-
mendation for roughly 120,000 volun-
teers who have served in the Peace
Corps in its 25-year history in over 90
countries across the world.

There were five former volunteers
who presently serve in this body who
joined in cosponsoring this resolution
of tribute. I thank the gentleman from
New York [Mr. Garcial for the speedy
consideration of the resolution.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, under
my reservation, I would yield to the
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gentleman from New York [Mr.
GILMAN].

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to encourage my colleagues to
support House Joint Resolution 305,
legislation honoring the 25th anniver-
sary of the Peace Corps. As a cospon-
sor of this resolution, I commend the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
Henry] for introducing this com-
memorative legislation in the House.
It is especially appropriate that the
gentleman from Michigan brings this
bill before us, since it was in a speech
given at the University of Michigan by
the then-Presidential candidate, John
F. Kennedy, that the concept and
dream of a Peace Corps was first intro-
duced.

President Kennedy’'s dream was real-
ized when the Peace Corps was estab-
lished by the Peace Corps Act of 1961.
The Peace Corps was later made an in-
dependent agency by title VI of the
International Security and Develop-
ment Cooperation Act of 1981.

The corps has experienced tremen-
dous growth since its inception. The
number of volunteers serving in the
Peace Corps has grown from the
meager 864 that served in the first
year of operation to more than 5,000
volunteers today. Our Peace Corps vol-
unteers range in age from 21 to 83
years, serving in 60 countries through-
out Africa, Latin America, Asia, the
Near East, and the Pacific. More than
120,000 Americans have volunteered
during the 25 years of the Peace
Corps’ existence.

Peace Corps volunteers are trained
for a 9-to-14-week period in the appro-
priate local language, the technical
skills necessary for their particular
job, and the cross-cultural knowledge
needed to adjust to a society with cus-
toms and attitudes different from
their own. These volunteers serve usu-
ally for a period of 2 years, working
primarily in the areas of agriculture,
rural development, health, and educa-
tion, while living among the people
with whom they work. These are 24-
hour jobs that have generated the
well-deserved Peace Corps slogan “It's
the toughest job you'll ever love.”

This important work is made possi-
ble solely through the efforts of the
Peace Corps volunteers. Let us cele-
brate the 25th anniversary of the
Peace Corps by recognizing this dem-
onstrated caring and desire of the
American people to help others help
themselves.

The year-long celebration of the
25th anniversary of the Peace Corps
will begin with a symposium on Octo-
ber 21, 1985, at the University of
Michigan. The theme of this symposi-
um, and the many other symposiums
scheduled throughout the year is
“The U.S. Stake in the Developing
World.”

Accordingly, I urge my colleagues to
join us in supporting House Joint Res-

20247

olution 305 to honor the Peace Corps.
It is vitally important that we show
appreciation of the tremendous contri-
butions made to developing countries
by the thousands of Peace Corps vol-
unteers by adopting this resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
from Utah.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the joint resolution,
as follows:

H.J. Res. 305

Whereas the United States Peace Corps is
beginning its twenty-fifth year of providing
volunteers to serve in countries of the devel-
oping world in helping people help them-
selves in their reach for a better life;

Whereas over one hundred and twenty
thousand Americans have served in the
Peace Corps in over ninety countries around
the world in programs that have significant-
ly added to bridges of understanding be-
tween the people of the United States and
the peoples of the countries it has been
privileged to serve;

Whereas Peace Corps volunteers have re-
turned to their communities enriched by
the experience, more knowledgeable of the
world and the challenges of building a last-
ing peace;

Whereas Peace Corps volunteers continue
to maintain open channels of communica-
tion with their friends in the country where
they served, thereby continuing to build
solid commitments of understanding; and

Whereas the response of Americans to
Peace Corps’ call for service in seeking long-
term solutions to the complex human prob-
lems of hunger, poverty, illiteracy, and dis-
ease continue to exceed its recruitment re-
quirements: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United Stales of America
in Congress assembled, That the period Oc-
tober 1, 1985, through September 30, 19886,
shall be the official time set aside to reflect
on the achievements of the Peace Corps
during its twenty-five years, as well as to
consider innovative ways that the talents
and expertise of its volunteers and other bi-
lateral volunteer programs might be used in
the future; the President is authorized and
requested to issue a proclamation setting
forth October 1, 1885, through September
30, 1986, as a period of time to honor Peace
Corps volunteers past and present, and reaf-
firm our Nations’ commitment to helping
people in the developing world help them-
selves.

The joint resolution was ordered to
be engrossed and read a third time,
was read the third time, and passed,
and a motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

0O 1800

MULE APPRECIATION DAY

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service to
be discharged from further consider-
ation of the joint resolution (H.R. Res.
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76) to designate October 26, 1985, as
“Mule Appreciation Day”, and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, I do not object,
but simply would like to inform the
House that the minority has no objeec-
tion to the legislation now being con-
sidered.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

The clerk read the joint resolution,
as follows:

H.J. REs. 76

Whereas on October 26, 1785, the father
of our country, George Washington, re-
ceived the first jacks from King Charles III
of Spain to breed the first American mules;

Whereas mules bred from these jacks
began a tradition of service to our Nation in
agriculture, mining, transportation, territo-
rial exploration, war, and countless other
endeavors;

Whereas mules have been such an impor-
tant part in the building of this country;
and

Whereas this is the bicentennial anniver-
sary of the arrival of the first mules in
America: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentalives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That October 286,
1985, is hereby designated as “Mule Appre-
ciation Day"”. The President of the United
States is authorized and requested to issue a
proclamation calling upon the people of the
United States to recognize October 26, 1985,
as “Mule Appreciation Day".

The joint resolution was ordered to
be engrossed and read a third time,
was read the third time, and passed,
and a motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
joint resolutions just passed.

The SPEAEKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 2817

Mr. EVANS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to have my
name withdrawn as a cosponsor of
H.R. 28117.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Illinois?

There was no objection.
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TEXT OF PROPOSED AGREE-
MENT BETWEEN THE UNITED
STATES AND THE PEOPLE'S
REPUBLIC OF CHINA CON-
CERNING PEACEFUL USES OF
NUCLEAR ENERGY—MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE
UNITED STATES (H. DOC. NO.
99-86)

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid
before the House the following mes-
sage from the President of the United
States, which was read and, together
with the accompanying papers, with-
out objection, referred to the Commit-
tee on Foreign Affairs and ordered to
be printed:

(For message, see proceedings of the
Senate of today, Wednesday, July 24,
1985.)

—

CITY DEMONSTRATES NEED
FOR FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT

(Mr. BOULTER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. BOULTER. Mir. Speaker, yester-
day the citizens of Wichita Falls, TX,
overwhelmingly demonstrated their
support for the Lake Wichita-Holliday
Creek Flood Control Project. Not only
did they demonstiate their support,
but they also demonstrated true finan-
cial commitment. Yesterday the citi-
zens voted to issue municipal bonds to
fund a do it yourself flood control plan
in the amount of $9 million. Mr.
Speaker, for over 40 years Wichita
Falls has been plagued by severe flood-
ing and the bureaucratic Federal Gov-
ernment has failed to provide any as-
sistance. Even though last week's
House passage of the 1986 appropria-
tions for water projects brings funding
closer, the citizens of Wichita Falls are
tired of waiting. They have said
enough is enough, and are going ahead
with a city financed plan that will pro-
vide some, though not all, of the pro-
tection they need.

I commend the citizens for their in-
tiative., Wichita Falls has shown both
the community spirit to get things
done and the necessary commitment
to justify their request for Federal as-
sistance to complete this project. With
Federal funding to complement the
city’s input, the citizens will be pro-
tected to the level of a 100-year-flood.
This will enable the city to continue to
grow and prosper, thus creating jobs
and economic opportunity. I urge my
colleagues to act swiftly on legislation
to make this project a reality.

THE UNANIMOUS DECLARATION
OF DEPENDENCE ON MARINE
RESOURCES
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under

a previous order of the House, the gen-

tleman from Arkansas [Mr. ALEXAN-

pER] is recognized for 5 minutes.
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® Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Speaker,
when this Nation declared its inde-
pendence in 1776, we did so with a
complete faith in the greatness of the
American spirit and the ingenuity of
the American mind. As the needs of
our Nation grew, so did demands on
our resources.

Today we find many of those tradi-
tional resources near depletion. In the
last century man consumed half the
Earth’s fossil fuels. The remainder will
be gone within the next 50 years.
Almost half of the world’s population
is malnourished, while the specter of
increased famine and disease looms
perilously in the paths of developing
nations in Africa, South America, and
Asia. After only two centuries of exist-
ence, our society finds itself menaced
by the pollution of our soil, rivers, for-
ests, and air. We are threatened by the
depletion of our mines, ground waters,
and naiural resources.

The message is clear. America must
once again call on the genius of its
sons and daughters, the spirit of its
people, and set out once again to
affirm its independence and preserve
for future generations the freedoms
that we have come to enjoy.

Mr. Speaker, recenily I had the op-
portunity to speak at the dedication of
the new education and research center
of the Marine Resources Development
Foundation. This nonprofit founda-
tion was established in 1970 by the dis-
tinguished Ian Koblick, known to
many as ‘“The American Cousteau.”
Ian has overseen the work of the foun-
dation for the past 15 years in its ef-
forts to foster prudent development of
the vast resources of the world's
oceans.

To increase public awareness of the
oceanic development, Ian Koblick has
proposed an international ‘“‘Declara-
tion of Dependence,” affirming the
commitment of the world's business
leaders, scientists, political leaders,
and others to exploring new horizons
in marine development and research.

I include a copy of this “Declaration
of Dependence” in the REecorp, and
encourage my colleagues to study its
contents. It espouses important princi-
ples for our future, and points our
Nation in a direction we must follow—
for our own survival and our future in-
dependence.

DECLARATION OF DEPENDENCE

In 1776 independence from colonial rule
was a matter of survival. Two centures later
we are faced with a new and more powerful
adversary. Today survival has become a
fight against resource depletion, over con-
sumption, waste and pollution. Since the
turn of this century, land resources (soil,
forests, mines, lakes and rivers) have been
diminished or depleted at an ever increasing
rate. In 50 years the world’s land resources
will not support its spiraling population. We
have reached that point in time and growth
where we must think and plan for new
sources of tomorrow’s food, fresh water,
energy and minerals.
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To this end Marine Resources Develop-
ment Foundation has established an educa-
!;ion and research center in Key Largo, Flor-
ida. The nonprofit Foundation was estab-
lished in 1970 by Ian G. Koblick, ocean pio-
neer and leading authority on “Living and
Working in the Sea,” which is the title of
his recently published definitive work on
underwater habitats and their meaning to
man's survival.

An abundance of indisputable facts and
p_redictable trends substantiate the popula-
tion versus resources crisis. We are past the
time for derisive gloom and doom com-
ments, past the time of inaction. We can no
longer afford to wait and watch, and work
only when resource development is profita-
ble. To break away from the restrictions of
apathy, ignorance, and funding, creative
ideas and strong motivating influences are
needed now.

As a step in this direction the Marine Re-
sources Development Foundation has pre-
pared a special document entitled the Decla-
ration of Dependence. This document pat-
terned after the Declaration of Independ-
ence is an attempt to mobilize the support
of leading marine scientists and citizens of
influence.

The oceans which cover 71 percent of our
planet have all the resources needed to ade-
quately sustain a growing population. We
must formulate plans now, as a national pri-
ority, to tap this abundant marine resource.

In CoNcGrESSs, JULY 24, 1985

THE UNANIMOUS DECLARATION OF DEPENDENCE
ON MARINE RESOURCES

‘When in the course of human events it be-
comes necessary, for the survival of man
and his planet, to arouse a common aware-
ness of impending disasters, to spread
knowledge of the overconsumption and
abuse of the Earth’s resources, it is time for
man to recognize his communion with
Nature and that which Nature's God enti-
tles him, and to act forthrightly to replen-
ish, maintain and enhance a wholesome en-
vironment.

We hold these truths to be conspicuously
evident that all men are created with equal
and inalienable rights and among these are
the right of fresh air, clean water and the
sustenance of life from land and water re-
sources. These are the basic elements of
man's Dependence on Earth for survival.
When man knowingly, inadvertently, igno-
rantly or fortuitously transgresses this De-
pendence he acts against all mankind and
Nature.

To secure man’s vital rights and to abolish
hunger, malnutrition and reckless and
wanton pollution of our land, water and sky
we must be aware of the imminent problems
and disasters and muster strong defenses
and concerted aggressions against all that
threatens to restrict or destroy life, liberty
and the pursuit of happiness.

This Declaration of Dependence, of eco-
logical dependence, advances the proposi-
tion that all men of good conscience should
actively promote the engendering of a high
priority national affirmation and effort to
inventory resources, evaluate resource utili-
zation and develop programs that will pro-
vide what is essential to nurture mankind
now and in the future.

In the absence of thorough scientific evi-
dence, we accept the probabilities and impli-
cations presented in generalized reports and
observations indicating that almost half the
world’s population is undernourished, that
statistical projections indicate that the
world’s population may double in fifty
years, that all the arable land on Earth
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cannot feed all the people, under present
conditions, for more than twenty-five to
thirty years.

Furthermore, we are losing six billion tons
of topsoil each year. The world’s largest mi-
nority group, the hungry, the malnourished,
grows by approximately one million people
each week. The march, which could become
a stampede, from areas of hunger to those
of affluence has already begun, as evidenced
by Central America's northern migrations
and the plight of East Africans. China's
population has reached the billion mark.
Man has consumed half the world's supply
of fossil fuels in the last century. The rest
will be gone in fifty years. Wanton exploita-
tion has destroyed or diminished ecological
system and food chains that were thousands
of years in developing. We have annihilated
many species and subspecies and weakened
others without ever knowing their ecologi-
cal significance to natural harmony.

Population and irrigation demands have
put the world on the edge of water bank-
ruptcy. Eighty percent of man’s illnesses
can be attributed to impure or inadequate
water supplies and this condition is aggra-
vated by an increasing spread of acid rain,
ground and water pollution from toxic
chemicals and industrial wastes affecting all
life on Earth.

As a nation, in 30 years, we have spent
vast amounts of money on our space pro-
gram. With all of its accomplishments, it
has not yielded a single bite of food, a single
drop of water, or a single watt of energy.
However, the new technology developed
through space exploration can have direct
application to marine resource development.

We, here, in unaniinity, declare what must
be done. We must develop the world's re-
sources, most importantly, Marine Re-
sources. The oceans cover seventy-one per-
cent of our planet and represent a nearly in-
exhaustible supply of food, fresh water,
energy and minerals.

We are beyond theory. We have the skill
and tools at hand to develop efficient proe-
esses of desalinization to produce fresh
water; aquaculture techniques to produce
high protein feed and food with genetically
engineered micro-algae using only sea water
and sunlight; conversion methods to
produce limitless energy from ocean tides,
currents and thermal changes, and to ex-
tract hydrogen for a combustion based econ-
omy; extraction techniques to produce min-
erals and medicines from ocean water rich
in pharmaceutically active compounds.

We are on the verge of breathing oxygen
under water without cumbersome tanks and
equipment. Man will know and feel a new
freedom of exploration. Greater numbers of
people will visit the depth of our oceans and
investigate their wonders. Underwater habi-
tats for research and recreation are becom-
ing a reality. We have a sizeable population
of marine scientists working on a broad
array of projects that could bring to Earth
the fruits of the Ocean.

Lacking is national organization, commu-
nications, prioritizing programs, and essen-
tial government, public and private sector
recognition and support.

‘We, therefore, the representatives of the
Congress of Marine Resources, appeal to
the Governors and the governed to remove
the blindfolds and restrictions imposed by
apathy, affluence, disinterest and ignorance
which result in a lack of vision and voice to
see and decry insufficiency of action and co-
ordination of effort.

Viable, nationally coordinated programs
are needed now to alter the course of im-
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pending events. We, in Congress, assert the
urgent need to establish a national policy
for marine resources development which
will have the force and financing to achieve
attainable objectives. We concur on setting
as a specific goal, to be reached with in 25
years, the abolition of hunger on Earth, and
within an economically feasible and scientif-
ically possible framework.

We must return to all men their inalien-
able right to sustenance from their planet’s
resources.@

LET CITIZENS HELP RETIRE THE
DEBT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under

a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. GROTBERG] is
recognized for 5 minutes.
@ Mr. GROTBERG. Mr. Speaker, how
often have we heard the two little
words, budget deficit, spoken in this
Chamber? Those two little words de-
scribe something we all know is far
from small. We are always looking for
painless ways to reduce a deficit which
could conceivably be the most destrue-
tive force in our children’'s and grand-
children’s future. Today, I'm introduc-
ing a bill which in a small way gives all
citizens a chance to take part in deficit
slashing while Congress goes through
the painful, but necessary, exercise of
program reductions.

My bill would allow a taxpayer to
designate at the time a tax return is
filed that any portion over $1 of an
overpayment be used to reduce the
public debt of the United States. The
Secretary of the Treasury would be in-
structed to transfer the designated
funds to a special account, which al-
ready exists, to reduce the debt. It
adds no new layer of bureaucracy.
Many of my constituents don’t believe
they pay enough taxes. This allows
those individuals a chance to voluntar-
ily contribute an extra amount.

I don’t presume to believe that this
bill will solve our deficit problem, but I
think this legislation would afford our
constituents an opportunity to be a
part of the process and the ongoing so-
lution. I urge my colleagues to support
this idea.®

THE RECIPROCAL TRADE AND
ADJUSTMENT ACT OF 1985

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
McDapE] is recognized for 5 minutes.
® Mr. McDADE. Mr. Speaker, I am
today reintroducing legislation to
toughen the U.S. response to unfair
trade practices by foreign competitors.
This legislation, that I introduced in
the 98th Congress as H.R. 1974, is
known as “The Reciprocal Trade and
Investment Act of 1985.” The need for
enactment of this bill is even greater
today.

The American people have become
all too familiar with what American
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businessmen have long known—that
our foreign competitors are not abid-
ing by the rules that must exist to
govern free trade.

Free trade must be fair trade.

The bill expands the list of actions
that are defined as unfair trade prac-
tices under U.S. law. It also gives the
President new powers to retaliate
against unfair trade practices that
hurt American products in all indus-
tries—from automobiles to agricultur-
al exports as well as to the service in-
dustries.

In addition, this legislation is de-
signed to counter foreign governmen-
tal subsidies for agriculture and other
products which give them an unfair
advantage over U.S. exports in over-
seas markets. This bill also focuses on
trade practices of other nations that
create barriers to prohibit or reduce
the export of American service skills
ranging from computer software to
fast-food franchises.

Services related to computers, sys-
tems management, and data process-
ing are and should continue to be an
increasingly important part of the
American export market.

Adoption of this act would authorize
the President to place restrictions on
any foreign investment and service
contracts in our country, if necessary,
to persuade other nations to hold
these unfair trade practices. Under
current law, the President can cnly re-
tract previously granted trade conces-
sions or imposed duties, fees or the re-
strictions on foreign imports. This bill
would require the President to identi-
fy and access the impact on trade of
foreign barriers and inform Congress
of what will be done to eliminate those
barriers. This legislation empowers
Congress to request formal investiga-
tion and action in language which
would strengthen section 301 of the
Trade Act of 1974. This bill expands
on legislation with similar provisions
which passed the other body in the
97th Congress, but was not acted upon
by this House of Representatives.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
cosponsoring the Reciprocal Trade
and Investment Act of 1985. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
a digest of this legislation appear im-
mediately after my statement in the
RECORD.

THE RECIPROCAL TRADE AND ADJUSTMENT ACT
oF 1985

Amends the Trade Act of 1974 to establish
provisions dealing with foreign trade bar-
riers. Directs the United States Trade Rep-
resentative, (USTR), through the Inter-
agency Trade Organization established pur-
suant to the Trade Expansion Act of 1962 to
identify, analyze, and estimate the impact
of practices that constitute significant bar-
riers to or distortions of: (1) U.S. exports of
goods and services; and (2) foreign direct in-
vestment by U.S. persons, especially if it has
implications for trade in goods or services.

Set forth factors to be considered by the
USTR in such analysis. Directs that the
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USTR update the analysis annually. Re-
quires the USTR to consider foreign subsidi-
zation of exports which are like or competi-
tive with U.S. exports to be an act which
constitutes a significant barrier to, or distor-
tion of, U.S. export of goods. In addition, it
directs the USTR to submit the analysis to
the appropriate Congressional Committees
and it requires the report to include any
action taken to eliminate such trade bar-
riers. Directs the USTR to consult with
Congress on trade policies. Directs Federal
agencies to furnish information and other
assistance to prepare such analysis. Author-
izes the President to respond to a foreign
entity’s unfair trade practices by taking
action against any goods or sector of such
entity without regard to whether the goods
of sector were involved in the unfair trade
practice. Authorizes the President to pro-
pose legislation to protect U.S. trade rights
or to eliminate unfair trade practices. Re-
quires such legislative proposals to be given
priority treatment. Requires a summary of a
petition for a trade investigation by the
USTR to be published in the Federal Regis-
ter, rather than the entire petition as in
current law, if the USTR decides to begin
an investigation with respect to the issues
raised by the petition. Authorizes the USTR
to initiate an investigation in order to advise
the President concerning the exercise of the
President’s authority to take action against
unfair trade practices. Directs the USTR to
consult with the appropriate congressional
committees before beginning such an inves-
tigation. Authorizes the USTR to delay for
up to 90 days any request for consultation
by a foreign entity concerning a petition for
investigation into unfair trade practices. Di-
rects the USTR to publish notice of the
delay in the Federal Register and to report
to Congress the reasons for the delay.
Changes the definition of “commerce” for
purposes of foreign trade investigations to
include: (1) services associated with interna-
tional trade, whether or not related to spe-
cific goods (currently products); and (2) for-
eign direct investment by U.S. persons with
implications for trade in goods or services.
Defines ‘“unreasonable”, “unjustifiable,”
and “discriminatory” for purposes of such
investigations. Prohibits makng information
which the USTR has received in a trade in-
vestigation available to the publie, if: (1) the
person who provided the information makes
a specified certification; (2) the USTR de-
termines that such certification is well-
founded; and (3) the person providing the
information provides an adequate nonconfi-
dential summary. Authorizes the USTR to
use the information in trade investigations
or to make it available to the public in a
form which cannot identify the person pro-
viding the information. Sets forth the prin-
cipal U.S. negotiating objectives with re-
spect to trade in services, foreign direct in-
vestment, and high technology products. Di-
rects the USTR to develop and coordinate
the implementation of U.S. policies concern-
ing trade in services. Requires Federal agen-
cies responsible for regulating any service
sector industry to advise and work with the
USTR concerning: (1) the treatment afford-
ed U.S. services sector interest in foreign
markets; or (2) allegations of unfair prac-
tices by foreign governments or companies
in a service sector, Authorizes the Secretary
of Commerce to establish a service indus-
tries development program. Sets forth the
goals of the program. Expresses the policy
of the Congress that the President shall: (1)
consult with State governments on trade
policy issues affecting the regulatory au-
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thority on non-Federal governments or
their procurement of goods and services;
and (2) establish one or more intergovern-
mental policy advisory committees on trade.

Authorizes the President to establish
policy advisory committees representing
non-Federal governmental interests to pro-
vide policy advice on trade negotiating ob-
jectives, bargaining positions, and the imple-
mentation of trade agreements. Authorizes
the President to negotiate to reduce trade
barriers in foreign direct investment by U.S.
persons, especially if such investment has
implications for trade in goods and services.
Authorizes the President to enter into
agreements concerning high technology in-
dustries. Requires the Department of Com-
merce to submit a report to Congress ana-
lyzing factors, not addressed by this Act,
which significantly affect the competitive-
ness of U.S. high technology industries and
which have a potential for high sales
growth in world markets. Authorizes the
President to proclaim the modification,
elimination, or continuance of any existing
duty, duty-free, or excise treatment, or any
additional duties to carry out agreements
concluded under this Act. Requires the
President to exercise this authority only
with respect to specified items listed in the
U.S. Tariff Schedules. Provides for the ter-
mination of such authority within five years
after the enactment of this Act.@

H.R. 8—THE WATER QUALITY
RENEWAL ACT OF 1985

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under

a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. LaNTOS]
is recognized for 5 minutes.
@ Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, when
the House voted on H.R. 8, the Water
Quality Renewal Act 1985, I was un-
avoidably detained while holding a
hearing in my congressional district on
the subject of Federal tax reform, and,
therefore, I was unable to cast my vote
on this important issue. I wish to be
certain, however, that my consistent
and enthusiastic support for this bill is
known.

The Congress enacted the Clean
Water Act in 1972 to reduce the pollu-
tion of our Nation’s streams, rivers,
and lakes by municipal sewage and in-
dustrial discharge. A great deal of
progress has been achieved under that
farsighted legislation. Despite signifi-
cant increases in population and in-
dustrial discharges, we have seen im-
portant successes in reducing the pol-
lution of our Nation’s waters.

Since 1982, however, many of the
specific programs and general authori-
zations of the original Clean Water
Act have expired, and we have at-
tempted to operate without a regular
authorization. Passage of the Water
Quality Renewal Act of 1985 is essen-
tial to close these gaps and to remove
uncertainties in funding and delays in
implementing essential programs to
maintain and improve our water qual-
ity.

Mr. Speaker, I strongly oppose the
amendment offered by Mr. STANGE-
LaND of Minnesota which would allow
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companies to opt for weaker, locally
imposed limits on industrial pollut-
ants. This amendment would drastical-
ly slow down compliance with clean-
water standards, and it would under-
mine and defeat the purposes of the
Clean Water Act.

Mr. Speaker, I also strongly oppose
the amendment offered by Mr. Pur-
SELL of Michigan to freeze funding for
water quality programs at 1985 levels.
The Public Works and Transportation
Committee, as directed in the House
budget resolution, has already made
reductions of $600 million in programs
under its jurisdiction. The Water
Quality Renewal Act is consistent with
the House-passed budget resolution.
The funding provided in this legisla-
tion is essential, and the funding re-
duction proposed by Mr. PURSELL
would only further delay long-needed
action to clean up our waters.

I welcome the passage of this act.
Our Nation's waters are a precious
natural heritage. This act is essential
to insure that they are protected from
further pollution and to remedy some
of our failures in the past to take
action such as this.e

ONE HUNDRED AND EIGHTIETH
ANNIVERSARY OF BIRTH OF
CONSTANTINO BRUMIDI

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. ANNUNZIO] is
recognized for 5 minutes.
® Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, on
Friday, July 26, 1985, we commemo-
rate the 180th anniversary of the birth
of Constantino Brumidi, that “Michel-
angelo of the Capitol,” whose imper-
ishable works of art add so greatly to
the splendor and beauty of our Cap-
itol.

It is appropriate that Congress once
again recognize the contributions of
the “Michelangelo of the Capitol” on
this anniversary day. For the occasion,
Cornelius W. Heine, Executive Direc-
tor of the U.S. Capitol Historical Soci-
ety, who has studied Brumidi art in
the Capitol for 5 years, has written an
article bringing into focus the art and
the artist. I submit for the REcorp this
article entitled “An Artist’s Contribu-
tion to America."

AN ARTIST'S CONTRIBUTION TO AMERICA
(By Cornelius W. Heine, Executive Director,
U.S. Capitol Historical Society)

Holding fast to the last rung of a ladder
on the scaffolding from which he had just
fallen, Constantino Brumidi dangled precar-
iously 80 feet above the Rotunda floor. Just
before his strength ebbed, Captain Land-
man was able to secure ropes about him and
lower the 75 year old artist gently to the
floor below. It was October 1, 1879. That
was the last time the aging artist was to
apply his brush and paints to the walls of
the Capitol. He continued to prepare
sketehes from which his assistant, Felippo
Costaggini, executed the frescoes on the
belt of the Rotunda. Brumidi, tired in spirit,
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and strength, died four months later in
1880. For 25 years he had labored tirelessly
throughout the Capitol completing a vast
amount of lasting art—clearly the work of a
master artist. Following his death, the
memory and the recognition of Brumidi's
immense contribution was lost sight of.
Thanks to Mrs. Myrtle Cheney Murdock,
wife of the congressman from Arizona, Bru-
midi’s life and contributions were once
again highlighted in 1948. Mrs. Murdock’s
research culminated in her magnificent
book “Constantino Brumidi—The Michelan-
gelo of the Capitol.” Those many Ameri-
cans, greatly interested in the art of the
Capitol, are indebted to the work of Mrs
Murdock.

Brumidi’s life is the story of the power of
the meaning of America and of one man’s
attempt to portray its principles through
art as his payment for the freedom he
found. Seeking that freedom, Constantino
Brumidi left his native Italy in 1852, leaving
behind a land caught up in political turmoil.
He landed in New York City on September
18, 1852, the anniversary of the date upon
which President George Washington laid
the cornerstone of the Capitol in 1793.
Penniless and downtrodden, Brumidi did
some art work in New York City and for a
time in Mexico. In 1855 the artist came to
Washington. At the Capitol, fate brought
him into contact with Captain Montgomery
Meigs, who was in charge of the construc-
tion and decoration of the great dome, and
who was looking, vainly, for an artist skilled
in fresco. This old world art form was the
decorative treatment of large sections of
ceilings and walls, wherein the painting was
done on freshly laid plaster with the pig-
ment suspended in pure water. The art then
became a permanent part of the structure
itself. When Meigs found that Brumidi was
a fresco artist, he hired him. Before com-
mencing his work, Brumidi wrote a prayer
as his preface to an achievement that grows
larger with each passing year. He said, “My
one ambition and my daily prayer is that I
may live long enough to make beautiful the
Capitol of the one country on earth in
which there is liberty.”

Though conditions in Italy in the mid-
nineteenth century induced Constantino
Brumidi to come to America for a new life,
it was, in another sense, in his native Italy
wherein through long years of study, his
skill as an artist was nurtured and sharp-
ened. There at the Accademia di San Luca,
he had studied under the greatest artists
and sculptors of the time—Vincenzo Camuc-
cini, Antonio Canova, and Berthel Thor-
waldsen. It was there he executed outstand-
ing artistic achievements, which were to be
precursors to his later work in the Capitol.
In his interior decoration of the Dome of
the Church of the Madonna dell Archetto,
Brumidi's art was acclaimed as approaching
that of the great masters. But of most sig-
nificance for the future of the United States
Capitol, Brumidi was evolving concepts and
techniques that he would later apply in his
greatest works in the Capitol. The central
figure in the Dome of the Church of the
Madonna dell Archetto surrounded by
angels is somewhat analogous to the later
Eye of the Dome painting in the Capitol, de-
picting Washington surrounded by a circle
of maidens representing the original thir-
teen states. Similarly, in the Capitol room
where Brumidi strove to excell in every pos-
sible way—the President’s Room, his four
madonnas in the ceiling call to mind also his
earlier adornment of the Church of the Ma-
donna dell Archetto, with four madonnas on
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the pilasters, representing the theological
virtues.

So as with many other individuals who
contributed to the greatness of America, our
nation is indebted to the heritage and the
culture which they brought with them from
their native lands. In Brumidi's case it was
the sensitive skill and ability to use great
art to portray the principles upon which a
new nation had been founded. Both the
land of his heritage, Italy, and the United
States of America—his chosen country, can
be justly proud of Constantino Brumidi.

However, when Constantino Brumidi first
arrived on the Capitol scene in 1855, he had
little inkling of such monumental undertak-
ings as the Eye of the Dome and the Presi-
dent's Room. Nor were the officials of the
Capitol yet convinced of his technical skill.
Thus, Captain Meigs and the leaders of
Congress gave the newly arrived artist a
chance to prove himself by undertaking the
fresco decoration of the House Agriculture
Committee Room (H-144). There he com-
pleted his first fresco and the first complet-
ed in the Capitol, as he depicted the Sea-
sons of the Year. When the officials re-
viewed that work, they were greatly pleased.
They marveled, as had the critics of Rome
earlier, of the beautiful hues of colors and
the harmony of the whole execution. Bru-
midi had passed the test and the way was
now open for him to begin a quarter-centu-
ry of art in the Capitol.

Not long thereafter, the Capitol officials
contemplated the decoration of the canopy
of the dome. Brumidi was commissioned to
execute the decoration of this almost 5000
square feet canopy at a cost not to exceed
$40,000. The undertaking represented a tre-
mendous challenge to even the most skilled
fresco artist. But it was one to which Bru-
midi was equal. While Secretary of the Inte-
rior Usher, who was in charge of the Capitol
in 1863, expressed concern that progress on
the “Eye of the Dome” was too slow, once
Brumidi had completed his cartoons and
was ready to apply oils to the plaster, this
mammoth work was finished in less than
one year in 1864. The official title given to
the work was "“The Apotheosis of George
Washington” and it represented the deifica-
tion of the First President and the princi-
ples that he and the nation exemplified. In
historical retrospect, few if any artists living
at that time could have been better suited
to bring life through art to the canopy of
the great dome than Constantino Brumidi.
He must have called upon all the techniques
and skills learned over a quarter of a centu-
ry before in his native Italy. First he had to
have the ability to plan and envision the
overall concept, to know exactly the size re-
quired, so that his 15 foot figures would
appear life-like in size to the visitors eye 181
feet below. His mastery of fresco required
the prior knowledge, almost in scientific ex-
actitude of the colors and the varying
shades as they would appear when finally
dried. This was all the more difficult, in
that the colors were originally applied on
wet dark brown plaster, giving no hint,
except to the Master skilled in “Duono
JSresco,” in how the shades would eventually
turn out. The final Masterpiece was finished
before the Second Inauguration of Presi-
dent Abraham Lincoln. Sometime prior to
that time on the box in the grouping where
Mercury, Protector of Travelers and Mer-
chants, is advising Benjamin Franklin,
Robert Fulton, and Samuel B. Morse, Bru-
midi affixed his signature and the date 1865.

Following his unexcelled achievement of
the “Eye of the Dome” painting, Constan-
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tino Brumidi moved to the Senate side,
where he decorated the halls and corridors,
which today bear the title “The Brumidi
Corridors.” There he was assisted by some
25 or more artisans. But it is believed that
he personally executed the frescos in the
ceilings and many of the animals and birds
which adorn the walls.

Brumidi also applies his skills in many of
the committee rooms in the Senate wing of
the Capitol. In the room now used by the
Vice President’s staff is the beautiful fresco
of “the South being welcomed back into the
Union of the States.” Nearby, in the much
larger room—once the Senate District of Co-
lumbia Committee Room—and now the
Senate Democratic Policy Committee Room,
the walls and the ceilings are all equisite
Brumidi. Four major fresco paintings deco-
rate each wall, beginning with “Physics” on
the north wall and continuing clockwise
with “Geography.” “History” and lastly the
“Telegraph.” Groupings representing the
Three Graces are found in each corner of
the ceiling and the entire ceiling contains
special decorative motifs of the artist Bru-
midi. In the three room suite now used by
the Senate Appropriations Committee, Bru-
midi spent many arduous hours of work-
manship, when these rooms were the Indian
Affairs Committee Room and the Naval Af-
fairs Committee Room. In the latter room,
now used by the Senate Appropriations
Committee, Brumidi used a theme symbolic
of the sea and marine life. Figures from
Greek and Roman mythology and a variety
of half-human-half sea creatures adorn the
room. Since the committee rooms are used
for official legislative work, visitors rarely
see the remarkable art treasures within
them. In the case of the Senate Appropria-
tions Committee Room, Committee Chair-
man, Mark Hatfield had the central door off
the main corridor converted to open glass,
so that visitors may look in and see the art
of Brumidi and the room itself whenever
the Committee is not in session.

Many art historians believe that the high
point in Brumidi's Capitol oddessey came
with his decoration of the President’s
Room. Perhaps, realizing this room would
be used by Presidents of the United States
down through the years, Brumidi exerted
every effort to reach the near-perfection of
his artistic ability. The art in the Presi-
dent’s Room reveals not only Brumidi's
mastery of form and harmony of colors, but
his gifted technique of using light and
shadow to convey a three-dimensional qual-
ity to the figures. Cherubs appear as if their
arms are actually reaching out from the flat
wall. Outstanding portraits of Benjamin
Franklin, George Washington, William
Brewster, and Americus Vespucius adorn
the walls. As in his earlier work in the Ro-
tunda, Brumidi sought to depict principles
both underlying the founding of the new
government and the work that would go on
within the walls of the Capitol. Thus he
achieved through the depiction of four
beautifully executed Madonnas in the ceil-
ing of the room. Holding symbols of the
principle or virtue being depicted, the ma-
donnas represent the Executive, for whom
the room was designed; Religion, represent-
ing the higher moral values by which man-
kind is guided, Legislation, which is the offi-
cial duty of the Congress, and Liberty,
which was that principal of human dignity
that brought people to a new land and
caused them to create a government, based
on that human dignity.

Of Brumidi’'s work in the Capitol, there
seemed almost no end. He even designed ex-
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quisite monumental bronze stairways—two
each for the House and Senate, which were
modeled and cast by other artisans and rep-
resent the highest art-form of bronze work
found anywhere in the United States.

When Constantino Brumidi uttered his
prayer that he be given time to beautify the
Capitol, he perhaps had no number of years
in mind. As his 25th year of his labor of love
approached, age, the work of years, and per-
sonal hardships had taken their toll. By the
late 1870's, he was back in the Rotunda to
begin his last art work in the Capitol—the
freize bordering the base of the Dome and
entitled “America in History.” It was there,
while working on the grouping of William
Penn and the Indians, that Brumidi's fall
occurred.

While art historians and critics continue
to study the work of Erumidi, there appears
to be a growing recognition of the mastery
of his art. The amount of his art is almost
baffling to the mind. He must have been ab-
sorbed in his art and followed the early
Latin motto Labore est Orare—work is
prayer.

The Capitol is a treasure house of art and
particularly the treasure house of Brumidi’'s
art. As we approach the 180th anniversary
of the birth of Constantino Brumidi, his art
is bringing more and more acclaim. After
being forgotten for many years, he is now
being referred to as the Michelangelo of the
Capitol. Once his remaining paintings and
work sketches of his original paintings in
the Capitol as left to his son and later auc-
tioned off, found little public interest.
Today even his work sketches are prized by
collectors. The work sketch of “The Tele-
graph"” referred to earlier was acquired by
the curator of the Senate at a cost of some
$27,000.

Increasing recognition has been given
Brumidi by the Congress in recent years.
Leading such recognition, Congressman
Frank Annunzio introduced in 1966 a House
Resolution to memorialize Brumidi with a
marble bust and the late Senator Paul
Douglas introduced a similar resolution in
the Senate. These efforts were supported by
the Honorable Peter Rodino and former
Senator John O. Pastore. On April 30, 1968
the dedication of the bust of Constantino
Brumidi by the sculptress Jimilu Mason
took place in the Capitol Rotunda. That
marble bust now rests on a pedestal across
from the Senate Foreign Relations Commit-
tee Room and amid the corridors where
Bgunldl worked so ardently during his life-
time,

But while the art of Brumidi is now re-
ceiving the due it deserves, what of Brumidi
the man. In one sense Constantino Brumidi
cannot be spearated from his art. His life
was art and his obsession was to beautify a
single building—the Capitol of the United
States. He lived in an age where the care of
family records and the interest in recording
history was not what it is today. Perhaps, in
the future historians will study further the
man apart from his art. But for now the
legacy of Constantino Brumidi is the vast
array of fresco art in the Capitol of the
United States. It is the nation's treasure cre-
ated by one who poured out his love for
America through his art. Here in the Cap-
itol, all the years of apprenticeship under
the masters and his own artistic work in the
palaces and churches of Italy came to distil-
lation in the majestic “Eye of the Dome"
painting; in the President’s Room; and in
the halls and corridors of the Capitol.

Constantino Brumidi's family and de-
scendents recognized his unique greatness
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among artists. Lola Germond Brumidi, his
wife and model for many of the figures in
his Capitol paintings saw that he was buried
in her family plot upon his death, even
though circumstances had caused their
parting earlier. Today, the great-grand niece
of Lola Germond Brumidi, Mildred Thomp-
son, helps to keep alive the memory and the
contributions of Constantino Brumidi. Mrs.
Thompson frequently shares insights into
various aspects of Brumidi's work in the
Capitol and elsewhere. She has pointed out
that despite his massive production of art in
the Capitol, Brumidi's works of art may also
be seen in the frescoes in St. Aloysius
Church on North Capitol Street in Wash-
ington, in St. Stephen’s Church in New
York City, and in the form of portrait paint-
ings held in private collections. Recently,
the U.S. Capitol Historical Society acquired
the Brumidi portrait of Mrs. Edward Clark,
wife of the Architect of the Capitol when
Brumidi did his principal works, and donat-
ed it to the Capitol collection.

Many years ago President Herbert Hoover
said: . . . The Caitol is this national stage
on which the drama of our political life is
played. Here we foughi the battles that
tested the foundation of cur government.
We face similar problems of our time; and in
centuries hence, some other Americans will
face the great problems of their time. For
our task and their tasks there is need of a
daily inspiration of surroundings that sug-
gest not only the traditions of the past, but
the greatness of the future.”

Constantino Brumidi spent a quarter cen-
tury working to create “that daily inspira-
tion of surroundings” of which President
Hoover spoke. He strove through art to go
beyond the “inspiration of surroundings” by
symbolically depicting some of the funda-
mental principles underlying the founding
of the United States—courage, freedom of
the individual, justice, and faith that this
nation, sc conceived, would endure. Brumi-
di’s legacy is the nation's legacy. Millions of
visitors have passed through the Capitol
and continue to do so. Some of these visitors
and the lawmakers who serve within the
Capitol, at times glance upwards upon the
masterful art of one man, who wanted to
repay the nation which gave him the free-
dom he yearned for. The verdict of history
looks kindly, I believe, upon his repayment,
as the Nation and the Congress of the
United States pause to honor Constantino
Brumidi on the 180th anniversary of his
birth—July 26, 1985.@

REFORM OF THE HOUSE RULES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tlewoman from Kansas [Mrs. MEYERsS]
is recognized for 60 minutes.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members who participate tonight
may have 5 legislative days to revise
and extend their remarks, and to
submit extraneous and supportive ma-
terial in conjunction with the special
order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentlewoman from Kansas?

There was no objection.

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr.
Speaker, I rise to discuss a matter of
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great concern to many Members of the
House of Representatives, and that is
reform of the rules by which we con-
duct the people’s business.

As the chairmar of the House Re-
publican Task Force on Congressional
Reform, my office has embarked on an
exhaustive research project, identify-
ing numerous instances and cases
where House rules could and should be
modified to allow a more democratic
participation in the legislative deci-
sionmaking process.

On July 11, I introduced House Res-
olution 220, which calls for the consid-
eration of another House Resolution,
Mo. 164, introduced previously by our
distinguished minority leader [Mr.
MICHEL].

I have today filed a petition to dis-
charge the resolution from the Rules
Committee.

While I am not unaware of partisan
considerations which may affect con-
sideration and discussion of this
reform proposal, I truly believe thai
Members on both sides of the aisle can
work together in a spirit of statesman-
ship toward a package of reforms
which will benefit the entire House.

I am very willing to work with all of
my colleagues in this worthwhile proc-
ess of reexamining the rules by which
we work together. I earnestly seek the
support of Members of the majority
who, while we may differ on other
substantive issues, are willing to con-
sider ways and means to make this
body run more efficiently; be more
sensitive, and responsive to the people
and be more productive and effective
in resolving the many important issues
facing America today.

Before I proceed, Mr. Speaker, I
would like to yield to my friend, the
gentlewoman from Nevada [Mrs.
VucaNovicH].

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I
wani to thank my colleague, Congress-
woman MEeYERs, for holding this spe-
cial order so that we can discuss the
problems certain Members have with
the rules of this House. I would like to
focus my remarks on committee ratios
and proxy voting.

First, addressing the Democrat lead-
ership’s desire to hide behind the pro-
tection of strength through numbers—
it seems that the Democrats don't play
with a full deck even when they stack
the deck.

Unfair committee ratios are an obvi-
ous attempt to squash reasonable and
constitutional debate of important
issues. The leadership of the House is
simply protecting its private viewpoint
from possible defectors who may have
a different view.

By loading the committees with
heavyhanded numbers of Democrats,
Mr. O'NemLL, Mr. WriGgHT, and their
lieutenants have made sure that the
only viewpoint on an issue is their
view!
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How do you freethinking, intelligent
Democrats feel knowing that your
leadership has chosen its view and has
planted it in every committee, no
matter what you think? What hap-
pens to your voice if you differ from
your leaders?

I call on every single colleague of
mine, Republicen and Democrat, to
demand that Tip O'NEeILL allow fair
and equitable representaiion on all
committees that reflect the true ratio
of this body.

And fto compound the attempted
censorship of views of the loyal oppo-
sition in committees by the Democrat
leacership, Mr. O’'NEeILL and company
continue to define democracy as “four
votes, one man”—better known as
proxies.

Not only are mincrity viewpoints
suppressed; they are voted down by
Members who are not even there and
there are ghosts who the leadership
has claimed are vital to their commit-
tee. If they are so vital, Mr. Speaker,
let’s have them present in committee,
voting their own position. We should
not condone the practice of proxy
voting passing legislation.

The American people are demanding
we make important well-informed de-
cisions on the floor and we can’t even
get the benefit of committee member’s
knowledge because they are not at-
tending—they are voting by proxy.

By continuing this practice of absen-
tee representation, the Democrat lead-
ership has simply said to the American
voter, “I will give you full representa-
tion on the floor of the House, but I
don’t have to in committee.”

It seems the Democrats want to give
the people only half of their voice in
Congress.

O 1810

I thank the gentlewoman for hold-
ing this special order, and I am glad to
have been able to participate.

Mrs. MEYERS of Xansas. I thank
my colleague for her remarks.

There is a view that Congress is
unable to cope effectively with today’s
widespread problems. Such a view has
been around for almost 40 years and
probably existed before that. Congress
responded with the Legislative Reor-
ganization Act of 1946 and with it re-
formed committee jurisdictions. In the
1970's Congress took steps toward im-
proving congressional capabilities and
efficiency with which it meets its legis-
lative, investigative, and oversight re-
sponsibilities. Of the number of ac-
tions taken in this direction, four
stand out: The Legislative Reorganiza-
tion Act of 1970, the Technology As-
sessment Act of 1972, the Budget and
Impoundment Control Act of 1974,
and the Committee Reform Amend-
ments of 1974.

Many good things have been accom-
plished with the passage of these re-
forms, such as modifying floor voting
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procedures to save time and announc-
ing each year's anticipated schedule to
enable Members to plan accordingly.
Unfortunately, the Congress has done
little else to improve its methods of
operations since the 1970's. There re-
mains much that needs to be accom-
plished.

Found in House Resolution 164 are a
series of reform proposals that deserve
the attention of Members on both
sides of the aisle. Legislation I have in-
troduced would bring House Resolu-
tion 164 to the floor for 10 hours of
debate. Thoughtful discussion and
input from all Members would provide
great insight into ways that the rules
could be improved.

I am one of the freshmen, one of the
new kids on the block, and concede
that I have more to learn about the
House than others. However, as a
freshman I have been frustrated by a
number of things. Scheduling is a ter-
rible problem for all of us. There are
committee hearings to attend, con-
stituents to meet, legislative issues and
priorities to become familiar with,
votes to cast, debates to both listen to
and participate in, and on and on.

We need to organize the time of all
Members so that we are better able to
represent and serve our constituents.
The task force which I chair is not the
first to suggest such reforms. There
has been a Commission on Administra-
tive Review, another Task Force on
Reform, the Commission on More Ef-
fective Government, and the Select
Committee on Committees, to name a
few. What we need to do is stop, listen,
and learn from what these people
were trying to tell us.

In 1979 a survey was done of both
Republican and Democratic members
of the Select Committee on Commit-
tees. I am submitting a copy of this
survey for the RECORD.

SurvEY oF House MEMBERS

Because of the short time available to the
Select Committee in which to complete its
work, committee members sought a variety
of means through which to evaluate
Member opinion on various organization op-
tions. The Bolling Committee, in 1972, held
extensive public hearings on committee re-
organization. It was the feeling of the Select
Committee that such generalized hearings
could not be held in view of the committee’'s
early reporting deadline.

The committee therefore sought alterna-
tive means to determine Member sentiment
toward reorganization. In June and July,
staff of the Select Committee interviewed
more than forty Members of the House.
The interviews were held off the record, but
they provided valuable early input which
served to shape future committee decisions.
In October 1979, the staff of the Select
Committee drafted two gquestionnaires on
specific reorganization proposals. In all,
more than two hundred House Members re-
sponded to the survey questionnaires. The
text of the questionnaires, and the response
totals are included in this section.
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QUESTIONNAIRE 1.—COMBINED RESPONSES OF REPUBLICAN AND DEMOCRATIC MEMBERS SELECT COMMITTEE ON COMMITTEES, NOV. 16, 1979
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QUESTIONNAIRE 1.—COMBINED RESPONSES OF REPUBLICAN AND DEMOCRATIC MEMBERS SELECT COMMITTEE ON COMMITTEES, NOV. 16, 1979—Continued

Democrat Republican Combined
No Undecided Yes No
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QUESTIONNAIRE 2.—COMBINED RESPONSES OF REPUBLICAN AND DEMOCRATIC MEMBERS—SELECT COMMITTEE ON COMMITTEES, JAN. 14, 1980
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QUESTIONNAIRE 2.—COMBINED RESPONSES OF REPUBLICAN AND DEMOCRATIC MEMBERS—SELECT COMMITTEE ON COMMITTEES, JAN. 14, 1980—Continued

Regublican Democrat
Undecided No

Combined
Undecided No Undecided

E. MULTIPLE REFERRAL PROCEDURES

The referral of bills, or parts of bills, fo 2 or more commitiees is designed to assure that all committees with jurisdiction and expertise review
legisiation in their fieids, though the process often delays or bocks legisiation Please indicate whether you agree with the following

possible changes in the multiple referral process:

1. Impose mandatory time limits for reporting, favorably or un!manly all measures multiply referred (joint, sphit, sequential) ...

2, Abolish joint referrals and rely on spht and sequential referr.

3. On all joint referrals, designate a tead committee and permit tha1 ‘commitiee to seek 2 rule, il the other committee(s) to the referral
have not reported within a specified time affer the lead committee reports, and manage bill on the floor I

& When a measure is jointly referred and subcommittees of each of the commitices in the referral are consider i
these subcommittees fo merge temporanly as a “special” committee fo report directly to the House..... ...

F. ADDITIONAL RECOMMENDATIONS,/COMMENTS

See footnote 7

* Question C.3. Broad oversight by several—leadership fimits time for consideration under sequantial referrals

2 Consolidate to every exten! possible, smooth oul referral system
3 Emaronmental aspects must be protectad
4 Make jurisdictions flexible—able to change from Congress to Congress.

® Several of the above are preferable to the present structure—hence, | have checked those which are at least better than what we have

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. My col-
leagues will note something interest-
ing. A majority of both Democrats and
Republicans in this survey agreed that
the committee system was in disarray,
that the committee system revision is
so necessary that it should be pursued
even if Members saw themselves ad-
versely affected by specific jurisdic-
tional or other changes, that the
number of subcommittees should be
reduced and the committee staffs are
too big. That is both Democrats and
Republicans. And they agreed to all of
this, even though it would personally
affect them.

If there are issues about which a sig-
nificant number of us can agree, then
our goals should therefore become
quite clear and we do have common
ground for discussion. A former
Member of Congress once said a Con-
gressman has become an expanded
messenger boy, an employment
agency, a getter-outer of the Navy,
Army, and Marines, a ward healer, a
wound healer, troubleshooter, law ex-
plainer, bill finder, issue translator,
resolution interpreter, controversy oil
pourer, glad hand extender, business
promoter, convention goer, civil ills
skirmisher, veterans’ affairs adjuster,
ex-servicemen champion and watchdog
of the underdog.

Does that sound familiar? That
statement was made 36 years ago, in
1949. In 1965, former chairman of the
House Rules Committee, Richard Boll-
ing, a Democrat from my area of the
country, also considered one of the
leading experts of congressional
reform, commented, “With such a
patchwork of assignments which
sometimes take up to 90 percent of the
time of Members and their staffs,
there is little time left for the primary
function of a legislator, making laws.”

At this time I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. MicHEL], our distin-
guished minority leader, who intro-
duced the package of rules that we
would like to have considered here on
the floor.

Mr. MICHEL. T thank the gentle-
woman for yielding, and I want to

commend her for taking this special
order to discuss the matter of reform-
ing this House, a matter about which
we on this side of the aisle have strong
feelings.

Mr. Speaker, Rick McIntyre ought
to be here in this Chamber. He isn't.
His absence tells a story that could fill
volumes of the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp. The events which led up to
his loss of a congressional seat he
rightfully won reflect a pattern of mis-
management and misuse of this insti-
tution.

This Chamber has been under
Democratic control since 1955, 30
years straight. Never before in the his-
tory of this House has a party held
power for so long.

Unlike wine and cheese, power does
not improve with age. It tends to
become corrosive and abusive. Those
who hold power for that length of
time forget the House of Representa-
tives isn't their's—it’s the people’s.

That's why we offered the McIntyre
House reform amendments. We want
to make the legislative process more
open, accountable and efficient. That
is why the majority has done nothing
with them. They don't want what we
want.

The Speaker once said, ‘“we have too
much openness.” I beg to disagree. We
don’'t have enough openness. Among
other things, the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp fails to present an accurate
picture of what is said and done on the
House floor. We're proposing to make
the Recorp a verbatim account of this
Chamber’s proceedings.

Accountability—that's really just an-
other word for representation. You
can’t represent people if you can hide
your positions from them. If this
Chamber is truly going to be the peo-
ple’s house, the key issues have to
come up for debate and vote, so the
people can know where their lawmak-
ers stand. As Sam Rayburn once said:
“I think this House should be allowed
on great measures to work its will.” On
this score, the majority party has let
the people down.

Key initiatives, such as enterprise
zones and immigration reform remain
frozen in committee. As the rules
stand now, Members can petition to
discharge a committee from consider-
ation of a bill. But signatures can't be
made public until they reach the re-
quired number of 218. This secrecy
takes public pressure off those who
haven’'t signed.

We proposed that the signatures be
made public as soon as 100 Members
sign. That figure is low enough to
ensure openness yet high enough to
discourage abuse of this procedure.

Congress is a billion-dollar boondog-
gle. Just to take 1 example, our post-
age costs are 10 times what they were
in 1970. Last year, the House alone
sent out 586 million pieces of mail.
That’s too much mail and a whole lot
more than Congress received.

The MecIntyre amendments direct
the Franking Commission to study
abuses in this area, with a view to
achieving at least a 10-percent cost re-
duction.

We're proposing a number of other
reforms. They'll be explained later.
For now, I just want to offer this clos-
ing observation.

FEleven years ago, the Speaker was
serving as majority leader. On May 9,
1974, the Democratic caucus rejected a
proposal for rules reform. He ex-
plained their action with these words:
“The name of the game is power, and
the boys don't want to give it up.”

No, the work of this House should
not be a game, and its name should
not be power. We're here to do the
people’s business as fairly and effi-
ciently as we can. Let's acknowledge
that by passing the McIntyre reform
amendments.

I want to applaud the gentlewoman
again for what she has done here to
bring to the attention of the House
that array of reforms that we now
present to the House of Representa-
tives again in the name of McIntyre
reforms, because we think that sym-
bolizes exactly what we are talking
about here.
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Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. I thank
the gentleman for his remarks. I ap-
preciate his being here tonight and I
congratulate our distinguished leader
for introducing this package of re-
forms. I am pleased that the gentle-
man could be here with us to partici-
pate in this special order tonight.

At this time I yield to my colleague,
the gentleman from Kansas [Mr.
WHITTAKER].

Mr. WHITTAKER. Mr. Speaker, I
commend my colleague, the gentle-
woman from Kansas, JAN MEYERS, for
giving us this opportunity to focus on
some reforms needed to make this
body more accountable and fair.
Through her leadership of the House
Republican Task Force on Congres-
sional Reform, Congresswomen
MEeYERS is making a great contribution
to making this institution more repre-
sentative and democratic. As a newly
elected Member of this body, JAN has
distinguished herself as one who is
willing and able to take on the age-old
issue of making the House more fair,
open, and honest.

Many of our constituents sit in the
gallery of this great Chamber wonder-
ing why many of us are not here on
the House floor tending to our duties.
They come to understand that much
of the work—indeed, most of the
work—done by Congress takes place in
the committee rooms scattered about
Capitol Hill. With a few notable excep-
tions, most of the substantive battles
in hammering out legislation are
fought away from this Chamber, in
committee.

My Energy and Commerce Commit-
tee is quickly becoming one of the
most productive committees in the
Congress. As the Washington Post re-
cently observed, it's there that we
shape legislation that affects every
American who “breathes, drinks, eats,
smokes, watches TV and movies, lis-
tens to the radio, drives, plays the
stock market, needs medical care, pays
for insurance, enjoys sports, worries
about hazardous waste and nuclear
powerplants, buys faulty products,
rides the railroads or gets buried.” I
happen to think that’s important
work. That’s why I am keenly con-
cerned about the need to make mem-
bership on all House committees more
fair and representative.

The minority party, the Republican
Party, holds 42 percent of the seats in
this House. Yet, on some of the key
committees, where critical decisions
are made nearly every day, we're woe-
fully underrepresented. For instance,
on the Appropriations Committee, we
hold only 22 of 57 seats, or 36 percent.
On the Rules Committee, which dic-
tates the way in which every piece of
legislation is considered on the House
floor, we hold 31 percent of the 13
seats. On the Ways and Means Com-
mittee, we hold only 13 of the 36 seats,
or 36 percent of the seats. Believe it or
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not, the distribution of subcommittee
assignments is even less equitable than
for full committee seats. That’s right:
of the 1,673 subcommittee slots, we
Republicans hold only 39 percent.

Mr. Speaker, I respectfully request
that the chart reflecting the imbal-
ance of committee and subcommittee
assignments be printed in the RECORD
so that our colleagues can see the in-
equity which has raised my concern.

COMMITTEE AND SUBCOMMITTEE RATIOS IN

THE 99TH CONGRESS

The House has 770 committee slots and
1,673 subcommittee slots (not counting slots
for nonvoting delegates). If the Republican
Party’s share of these totals matched its
strength in the House, it would have 14
more committee slots and 46 more subcom-
mittee slots. This problem is important be-
cause these bodies often make decisions by
narrow margins. And the discrepancy is
greatest where it matters most. On the
three exclusive committees (Appropriations,
Rules, Ways and Means), Republicans have
only 37 percent of the cormittee slois and
35 percent of the subcommittee slots, com-
pared with their 42 percent of House seats.
See the table below:

FULL COMMITTEE

Demo- Repubii-
cat Percent T Percent

60
64
58
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61
64
59
60
60
60
63
9
60
60
62
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There are three measures pending
before the House Rules Committee
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which would address the imbalance in
committee assignments. House Resolu-
tion 24, introduced by my friend Mr.
DANNEMEYER, would correct the dispro-
portionate seating of members of
House committees. House Resolution
110, the Committee Improvements Act
of 1985, offered by Mr. LorT, would re-
store equitable party ratios on all com-
mittees. And House Resolution 164,
the McIntyre House Reform amend-
ments, offered by the minority leader,
Mr. MicHEL, would require member-
ship to reflect the ratio of majority to
minority members of the whole Con-
gress. Mr. Speaker, each of these
measures is languishing in the Rules
Committee. If we had a fighting
chance on that committee—or any
other committee, for that matter—we
might take some meaningful steps to
making this body more fair and repre-
sentative.

Mr. Speaker, allow me to cite one
other statistic that should be of inter-
est. In House races in 1984, where
both major parties fielded candidates,
Republicans won just over 50 percent
of the total popular vote. But, on the
committees and subcommittees of this
body, we're considered lucky to have
40 percent representation. That's not
fair. What'’s more, that 50 percent of
American voters know that’s not fair.
They expect equity in this body. And,
if they can't get if from the current
majority party, they might encourage
some of their friends to join them in
voting for Republicans in the elections
to come.

Mr. Speaker, we Republicans
climbed into this ring knowing what to
expect. I gladly entered my fourth
term serving the people of the Fifth
District of Kansas. We aren’t asking
the majority party’'s heavy-weights to
take a fall. We're just asking you to
give us a fighting chance.
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Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. I would
like to thank my colleague, the gentle-
man from Kansas, for his incisive re-
marks and for calling our attention to
those figures.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to yield to
the distinguished chairman of the Re-
publican Study Committee, my col-
league from California [Mr. LEwis].

Mr. LEWIS of California. I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding to me.

Mr. Speaker, before going on with
my own remarks, JaN, I would like to
express my deep appreciation for the
work that you have done in connection
with the vital, indeed, the fundamen-
tal job we have to do in terms of reor-
ganizing this House.

It is very clear to anybody who even
takes a cursory review of the way this
place operates that there is a need for
not just light, there is a need, indeed,
for radical change in the House of
Representatives. If the public had an
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opportunity to sit where we are, and
viewed the exercise of power that we
watch day in and day out, they would
be more than appalled. Indeed, I think
there would be the groundswell that
could lead to revolution out there in
the hinterlands.

It has been said many a time that
power does corrupt and that absolute
power corrupts absolutely. It is not
the power per se in my view, but
rather the arrogance that often goes
with power held too long. This I say
not in a partisan sense. You have
heard commentary earlier regarding
some of the partisan difficulties that
we face in the House. But the fact is
that most of the public recognizes that
the vast percentage of the problems
we face in this country really have
very little to do with partisan politics.
If we would come together represent-
ing the people, seeking change and so-
lution to problems instead of spending
so much of our time in partisan bicker-
ing. Indeed, the House would have a
chance of regaining the confidence it
needs on the part of the public to ef-
fectively lead.

The difficulty we have historically
in our country is that oftimes one
party gets a good deal of control in the
House and they extend that control
for too long a period of time, and with
that extended control comes that ele-
ment of arrogance of which I speak.

Indeed, at this point in time it is
clear to those who control this place
that they dominate the place, and it is
their right to exercise their power at
free will with little consideration for
the voice of the minority. The abso-
lutely unbelievable distortion of the
committee apportionments; that
which takes place in terms of using
the rules here to dominate debate.
The inability of people operating in a
nonpartisan way to have the minori-
ty’s voice heard in the mix where deci-
sions are made is a fundamental viola-
tion of our democratic process.

It is so important that not just our
Members, but America focus upon the
work that you are about, my col-
league, that indeed, if they begin to
get an understanding, you yourself,
will be responsible for a piece of that
revolution that I personally am begin-
ning to sign onto myself.

The work that you are about is not
just fundamental to we who represent
the minority, but I think very impor-
tant to the future of the world's great-
est deliberative body. This institution
will be much better off as a result of
your contribution, and I appreciate it.

Mr. Speaker, what we're discussing
here today boils down to one question:
Shall the rules of this House foster
leadership or raw power?

These terms often get confused, but
leadership is as different from raw
power as music is from noise.

True leaders are like orchestra con-
ductors. They strive for harmony and
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balance in a room full of talent and
temperament. They try to make sure
that no one section overpowers the
others, so that everyone can contrib-
ute to the final product. Leadership is
really a creative act, whether the
product is a symphony or a well-craft-
ed piece of legislation.

Now look at those who deal in raw
power. Raw power isn’'t creative, it’s
destructive. Instead of working for
harmony, power players just turn up
the volume and try to drown out
anyone who disagrees. They might get
a fleeting rush of satisfaction from
making the loudest noise, but they
don’t make anything of value.

Leadership makes us proud. Raw
power leaves us bitter. .

The great leaders of the House
always understood this. Perhaps the
greatest of them all was Sam Ray-
burn. He put it this way:

We're all grown up now. A man's got to
lead by persuasion and kindness and best
reason . . . You can't lead people by driving
them.

Just as musicians or craftsmen re-
spect their instruments, true leaders
take care not to abuse the rules of the
House. Again, Sam Rayburn set the
example. He didn't arbitrarily fix com-
mittee ratios; instead he relied on the
Parliamentarian of the House, Lewis
Deschler, to work out a fairly routine
process for translating party strength
in the Chamber to party streagth in
committees.

Unfortunately, not every officer of
the House has been a Sam Rayburn.
At some points in history, the rules
have been abused. In 1910, the Repub-
licans were in the majority, a position
they had held for 15 years straight.
Over that period, they had lost sight
of the need for harmony and balance.
Their leaders grew rude and arro-
gant—even to their own rank and file.

Resentment grew. Eventually a bi-
partisan coalition rose up and forced
reforms in the rules. An Alabama
Democrat named Oscar Underwood
explained the reformers’ case in words
that have a contemporary ring:

We are fighting a system and that system
is the system that enables the Speaker, by
the power vested in him, to thwart and over-
throw the will of the majority membership
of this house.

One of the reforms that grew out of
this revolt was the discharge petition.
And now, 75 years later, the discharge
petition is again part of a reform
movement. Thwarted time and again
in our efforts to bring key issues up
for a floor vote, we want to make the
discharge petition a more effective in-
strument by bringing it into the sun-
shine.

Does reform have a chance in 1985?
I think it does. Many Members on
both sides of the aisle are distressed at
the way the House is run. In fact, even
the Speaker and the majority leader
have spoken of the need for fairness
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and civility. In 1977, the Speaker made
these promises on taking office:

I pledge to be patient, good-tempered and
courteous toward individual Members. I
pledge best to employ the talent of the
House for full and fair consideration of
issues that come before us. . . . I pledge to
remain cool and unshaken, guarding the
permanent laws and rules of the House
from being sacrificed to temporary passions,
prejudices and interests.

And here’s what the majority leader
wrote in his fine book ‘“Reflections of
a Public Man:”

The assumption of mutual honor, I have
come to learn, is not merely a staid and
stuffy formal prop for sagging egos. It is
part of the very oxygen which fuels the
bloodstream of the Congress. Without it,
our national task of legislating would be a
vastly different and more difficult thing.

Well, I'm afraid that the task of leg-
islating has become different since the
days of Sam Rayburn—and the offi-
cers of the majority must take their
share of the responsibility. Their ac-
tions have not always matched their
words. But it doesn’'t have to be that
way. The House of Representatives
can be a place of harmony and bal-
ance, a place ruled by reason instead
of raw power. And reforming the rules
ca.r;l be a good first step toward that
goal.

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. I thank
the gentleman from California [Mr.
Lewis].

Mr. Speaker, at this time I would
like to read a quote from Mr. Bolling,
who worked very hard. A Democrat
from the Kansas City area who
worked very hard on Rules, and in his
Book entitled, “A House Out of
Order,"” written in 1965, Mr. Bolling
stated:

The Legislative Reorganization Act of
1946 appeared to make great changes in the
institutional form of the Congress. Howev-
er, time has brought disappointment. The
reduction in the number of standing com-
mittees has been offset by the creation of
more and more standing subcommittees
within each full standing legislative commit-
tee. The work of Congress, therefore, re-
mains fragmented and uncoordinated.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. RIpGel.

Mr. RIDGE. I thank the gentlewom-
an for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I want to commend the
gentlewoman for her initiative. A proc-
ess as important as policy and the
positive approach that you have taken
toward institutional reform and hope-
fully, the bipartisan support that you
are trying to nurture through this ini-
tiative is indeed an admirable one, and
I appreciate the time to share a few
thoughts with you and exchange a few
ideas with you as part of that process.

I believe there is a quote attributed
to Alexander Hamilton about the
House of Representatives. It says:
‘“Here, sir, the people govern.”

Having served just a term and a half,
and still pretty much a novice, but
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having been around long enough to
appreciate the process, I kind of sus-
pect that if the people knew precisely
and accurately how we govern, they
would yearn for many of the same re-
forms that the gentlewoman is pro-
moting.

I think the approach that the gen-
tlewoman has taken is not a critical
one, it is a constructive one. Indeed, all
legislators on both sides of the aisle
hopefully will view your efforts and
similar efforts in the future in that
fashion. I know that in the resolution
that you have drafted and are promot-
ing there are many institutional re-
forms, and I wanted to just address a
couple of them in a very practical and
real way confronting the problems
that you and I and our fellow legisla-
tors confront on a day-to-day basis.

The oversight reform recommenda-
tion that you have included in your
package is indeed a necessary one, and
you suggest that committees would be
required to formally adopt and submit
to the Government Operations Com-
mittee by March 1 of the first session
their oversight plans for that Con-
gress.
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Coincidentally, it matches very com-
fortably with a view that I have that
we would be a lot better off if we went
to a 2-year budget process and exer-
cised a great deal more oversight. We
have tendency, as an institution, to be
very responsive to problems, often in a
crisis situation, and we respond to
those problems more often than not in
a bipartisan effort, and we respond to
them by authorizing and then appro-
priating money, hoping to find a solu-
tion. Rarely do we follow the money
out the door to see whether or not it
properly addressed and then redressed
the problems that we initially con-
fronted.

So the oversight reform indeed is an
important measure.

The multiple referral to committees,
we saw a perfect example of that par-
ticular problem today with regard to
the synfuels debate that we had on
the floor. Clearly, we had an issue that
our fellow Congressmen and Congress-
women wanted to address. There were
some policy objections, of course, to
the Synfuels Program and there was a
concern, some procedural objections,
that the individual committees that
had concurrent jurisdiction had not
had the opportunity to work their will.

Indeed, we have such a decentralized
system that we literally have hun-
dreds of committees and subcommit-
tees, and multiple referral has not
proven to be as effective as it has
proven to be somewhat cumbersome,
and then, again, the situation that we
saw today is clearly a demonstration
of that problem.

Proxy voting, I think it is pretty
clear, is a tool, a mechanism, that is
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used again by our colleagues on both
sides of the aisle. I am not confident at
all that it is used in a manner that re-
sponsible legislators approve of, al-
though it is a necessity at times be-
cause again of the decentralized
nature of our system, the reliance on
efforts in the committees and subcom-
mittees, and when we have that prolif-
eration of subcommittees and we have
competing demands on individual leg-
islators’ time, it is, therefore, not un-
usual or unique that we would have a
proxy voting mechanism.

But clearly, if we are to meet the
gentlewoman's objective, and I think
the objective of responsible legislators
everywhere to have a responsive and
responsible system, a representative
system, then clearly we do not want to
abuse our responsibility as legislators,
and clearly when those many, many
occasions arise when we all leave prox-
ies to be voted on our behalf, often-
times in support of or against individ-
ual amendments that we may only
have a vague idea about, and as we
well know, many of those amendments
arise spontaneously and the vote can
be cast on an amendment, procedural
or substantive, by someone holding
our proxy, and we have not addressed
that ourselves and left explicit instruec-
tions. I am not saying it is an abuse of
the process; I am saying that because
of the decentralized nature of our
system, we come to rely on it too heav-
ily.

The gentlewoman has also asked
this body to take a look at the number
of committees and subcommittees and
I think that ties neatly in with that
recommendation that you have made,
as well, and indeed it is a very strong
one and hopefully one that will be en-
dorsed by majority Members on both
sides of the aisle.

Finally, scheduling reform, as the
gentlewoman well knows and appreci-
ates, during this 1st session of the
99th Congress, the responsibilities of
individual Members, you have read the
litany, a marvelous litany of tasks that
we are called upon to do on a daily
basis. If we narrowed it down, I guess
we would have to say that we have to
be ombudsmen and deal with bureauc-
racy and help our constituents work
their way through the system, and we
have to be legislators and have to do
all those other things that you men-
tioned in that litany.

Yet, we rarely have a schedule that
we can rely upon, that our staffs, who
work so diligently with us can rely
upon to serve the constituents who
send us here. So often it is the case
that we begin the week not knowing
when the week will end. It is difficult
if not impossible to schedule functions
at home, meetings with constituents at
home, addressing those real problems,
real personal and people problems
back home in the district.
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So I realize the gentlewoman has
prepared a summary of quite a few
recommendations, and 1 appreciate
the opportunity to express my support
for her initiative and my particular
concern about four or five of these
particular areas.

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. I would
like very much to thank the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania for being with
us tonight and participating in this
special order and for emphasizing
those particular reforms that he
thinks are most important.

Mr. Speaker, it is interesting to note
that the House has 770 committee
slots and 673 subcommittee slots, not
counting slots for nonvoting delegates.

If the Republican Party's share of
these totals matched its strength in
the House, it would have 14 more com-
mittee seats and 46 more subcommit-
tee seats. This inequity is important
because these bodies often make deci-
sions by narrow margins. The discrep-
ancy is greatest where it matters most.

On the three major committees, Ap-
propriations, Rules, and Ways and
Means, Republicans have only 37 per-
cent of the committee slots, and 35
percent of the subcommittee slots,
compared with 42 percent of the
House seats.

This is only one example of the
types of reforms that we are suggest-
ing, and I urge that my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle join me in
making the House of Represenatives
more fair and efficient. We hope that
the discharge petition is successful
and that we will be considering this
package of rules that was submitted
by our distinguished minority leader.

These do have to do with a number
of reforms that have already been
mentioned by my colleagues tonight:
Oversight reform, multiple referral of
legislation, the joint referral of bills to
two or more committees would be
abolished and replaced by a system
wherein the Speaker would designate
a committee of principal jurisdiction.

Committee elections and organiza-
tion. The House would be required to
elect its committees not later than 5
legislative days after the convening of
a Congress. This year I think it was
into February before all of our com-
mittees were appointed.

Committee ratios. The party ratios
on committees, which we have already
referred to on several occasions, would
be required to reflect the party ratio
in the House, and especially on those
important committees of Appropria-
tions, Ways and Means, and Rules.

Subcommittee limits. Each House
committee except Appropriations
would be limited to not more than six
subcommittees.

A proxy voting ban. I do not know
how many Americans know that fre-
quently so much of the work in this
body is done in committees. Many im-
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portant votes are cast in committees,
and I do not know how many of our
constituents know that many of these
votes are cast by proxy, by a piece of
paper that we sign a day ahead of
time.

As one of my colleagues mentioned,
it is sometimes necessary now, because
if we have two committees that are
scheduled at the same time, it is neces-
sary that one sign one oi the proxies.
However, if we had scheduling reform
and did not have such a proliferation
of committees and subcommittees, it
would not be necessary to rely so heav-
ily on proxies.

Majority quorums. A majority
quorum would be required for the
transaction of business on all commit-
tees and subcommittees.

Committee documents. All commit-
tee documents and prints would re-
quire the formal approval of the com-
mittee and must carry a clear disclaim-
er to the contrary on their cover if it
has not been approved by the full
committee.

There are many of these rules. All
Rules Committees reporting on special
rules providing for the consideration
of legislation would be required to in-
clude a justification and explanaticn
of any comments received from the
Budget Committee on any Budget Act
waivers. It is important that if we have
to waive the Budget Act that we ex-
plain why; that there be a strong justi-
fication for doing so.

Reforms in committee staffing. In
riders, appropriations riders, the
present rule prohibiting limitation
amendments to appropriation bills,
unless a complicated procedure is gone
through, would be abolished, thus per-
mitting limitation amendments to be
considered simultaneously with other
amendments.

Measures could not be considered
under suspension of the rules unless
by direction of the committees of ju-
risdiction or upon written request by
the chairman and ranking member of
the committees of jurisdiction.

Copies of discharge motions and sig-
natures would be made available by
the Clerk for public inspection at any
time after 100 Members have signed
the motion. Now no one can see who
has signed discharge petitions.
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Verbatim accounts of floor and com-
mittee remarks would be required in
the published REcorp and made clear-
ly distinguishable from any extensions
or extraneous material. Any substan-
tive alteration of floor or committee
verbatim accounts would be subject to
investigation by the Ethics Commit-
tee. Members or their designees would
still be permitted to make technical,
grammatical, or typographical correc-
tions, of course, in their verbatim re-
marks, but not substantive changes.
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A new House broadcast rule would
establish a House broadcast system
under the authority of the Speaker
and a bipartisan broadcast advisory
board.

The Committee on Rules would he
authorized and directed to study the
operation of House rule XI regarding
committee procedures and staffing,
the number cf subcommittee and
member subcommittee assignments,
and report back its findings and rec-
ommendations to the House; and cer-
tainly House scheduling reform so we
do not end up with overlapping com-
mittees. It would involve the Speaker
of the House in consultation with the
majority and minority members, and
the Rules and House Administration
Committees would be authorized and
directed to study current Housz sched-
uling with a view to implementing a
system of full work weeks, designated
committee meeting times, a fixed legis-
lative floor schedule, and established
district work periods, and report the
findings to the full House.

The House Commission on Congres-
sional Mailing Standards would be au-
thorized and directed to study the cur-
rent House franking rule. The commit-
tee must approve by vote with quorum
present the hiring of consultants or
temporary staff detailed with other
agencies. No committee report could
be filed until the chairman has con-
sulted with the ranking minority
member, making the committees much
more representative.

There are 25 suggested reforms here.
If this body could discuss this for 10
hours, I think it would be educational.
It would reveal to the American
people some of the abuses that I think
are going on and some of the problems
in scheduling that all of us on both
sides of the aisle have.

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate very much
the participation of my colleagues in
this special order tonight, and I urge
all Members to sign the discharge peti-
tion so that we can consider this pack-
age of rules.
® Mr. DAUB. Mr. Speaker, I have in-
troduced a resclution which will
permit the American people true rep-
resentation in Congress by prohibiting
the use of proxy voting in the commit-
tees of the House of Representatives.
If it is true, as Woodrow Wilson once
commented, that “Congiess at work is
Congress in committee,” then we
should adopt this resolution to insure
the integrity of the proceedings.

The vast bulk of the truly cignifi-
cant work and legislative decisions
made by the House of Representatives
are accomplished through committees.
Given the size of our membership and
the complex nature of the business at
hand, there can hardly be any alterna-
tive. Our fundamental responsibilities
to maintain the integrity of the legis-
lative process, however, are not less-
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ened because we chose to proceed
under this committee system.

Now I understand the arguments for
maintaining proxy voting:

“There are just too many votes."”
“There are too many issues.”
“There are too many meetings."”

“There are too many commitments
of my time.”

I do not understand, however, what
any of those arguments have to do
with the basic notion of responsible
Government. Is it too much to ask our
Members to represent their particular
constituents’ interests in person? Do
the Members have any more impor-
tani interests that their participation
on the floor and in committee? Are
our Members so overworked that
having to cast important votes in
person will stretch them too far? I
doubt it.

My colleagues on the other side of
the aisle are frequently extolling the
virtues of opening up the system of
Government and being truly demo-
cratic—with a small d. There is much
talk of participation openness and
candor in the process. Yet the reality
is that the committee system in con-
junction with proxy voting vests a
committee chairman with the ability
to manipulate the committee function.
Committee chairmen frequently can
acquire a majority of votes through
proxies on a partisan basis and elimi-
nate the reason for any Member to
attend the committee meeting, listen
to testimony in the committee meet-
ing, or even vote in the committee
meeting.

Even with this kind of abuse, the
issue is something much more than
simply a partisan matter. Proxy voting
strikes at the fundamental principles
of our democratic system of Govern-
ment; the right of Americans to travel
to the seat of Government and be
heard, the right of Americans to
expect legislation tc develop from
meaningful debate and compromise,
and the right of Americans to expect
that their Representative is just
that—"‘Representative.”

Visit most any committee function
on any given day and then try to sug-
gest to me that the testimony is being
heard and understood by all the Mem-
bers, that there is meaningful debate,
and that all the interests of each of
the members of the committee are
being represented. How can we be
truly responsive to the issues of the
day when Members infrequently
attend hearings and only participate
when necessary to accomplish some
parliamentary procedure? Morever,
how can we be truly democratic when
Members hold a fistful of proxies and
the issues are resolved by a single
Member before the debate even
begins? Without meaningful participa-
tion by all committee members, the




July 2}, 1985

committee system is only expedient,
certainly not democratic.

For this reason, I urge all my col-

leagues to join with the 42 Members
from both sides of the aisle who have
cosponsored House Resolution 154.
The integrity of the system and our
democratic principles are at issue.@
@ Mr. LOTT. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased te join in this special order of
the gentlelady from Kansas [Mrs.
MEevYERS] on the subject of House rules
reform. I not only want to commend
the gentlelady on taking this special
order, but on her initiative on intro-
ducing a special rule as the first step
in bringing the Republican House
reforin package to the floor under the
discharge procedure.

Mr. Speaker, as a member of the mi-
nority party on the Rules Committee I
am all too familiar on how difficult it
is to bring any meaningul House
reform proposals to the floor. For
three consecutive Congresses now I
have introduced a package of House
reform propcsals callea the “commit-
tee improvement amendments.” On
occasion my majority colleagues have
been kind enough to grant me a hear-
ing, but nothing much has happened
beyond that. Why? Well, I think it
should be obvious that the majcrity is
fairly comfortable with the status
quo—our present way of doing things.
And, I suspect if we had been in con-
trol of the House for as long as the
Democrats have, we might also have
that attitude of not wanting to make
waves or rcck the boat.

Many of these rules do work to the
advantage of the majority. Proxy
voting and lopsided majority party
representation on committees are but
two exampies. They make it easier for
the majority to operate and prevail.
But that begs the question of whether
they are fair or desmocratic proce-
dures. The fact is, they are neither.
We need to abolish proxy voting and
restore equitable party ratios on com-
mittees as the Republican reform
package would do.

Another central problem of our in-
stitution is the proliferation of sub-
committees we've had over the last
decade. I think at last count there
were some 146 House subcommittees—
up from 119 just 10 years ago—a 22-
percent increase. And yet, the number
of standing committees has remained
relatively constant over that period.
The number of House Members has
remained the same. What all this
means is that we have the same people
with the same time available expected
to do much more work. Many Mem-
bers have over six subcommittee as-
signments. We're spread too thin, and
as a result we're doing a poor job of
legislating. It's little wonder that the
majority needs such phantom legisla-
tive devices as proxy voting and one-
third quorums to do business.
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What the Republican reform pack-
age would do would be to limit each
committee, except Appropriations, to
no more than six subcommittees, and
each Member to no more than four
subcommittee assignments.

This would result in the elimination
of some 16 subcommittees—an 11-per-
cent reduction. It would also result in
a substantial reduction in the number
of subcommittee assignments of Mem-
bers.

Not only would these changes make
it possible to eliminate the need for
proxy votinz and to restore majority
quorum requirements, as our package
would do, but they would make possi-
ble a reductior in committee staff.
Our proposal would call for at least a
10-percent reduction in existing com-
mittee staff. Moreover, it would re-
quire the House to establish and abide
by overall committee staff ceilings
each year before committee expense
resolutions are adopted. With the re-
duction in subcommittees there should
be no problem in reducing the staff we
have. House committee staff is now
around 1,800—up over 100 percent
from a decade ago. While a case might
be made that we were understaffed
then, an even stronger case can bhe
made that we are highly overstaffed
now.

Mr. Speaker, while I have not

touched on all of the provisions in the
Republican reform pzckage, I have at-
tempted to focus on the central prob-
lems of this institution and how we
would resolve them. I hope the Rules
Committee will break with precedent
and take a serious lcok at what has
been sincerely piroposed on this side.
Although this is a Republican initia-
tive, it is not paitisan. I think my col-
leagues will agree after looking at this
that it is in the best interests of the
House as &n institution to make our
workload more manageable and our
procedures more fair and democratic. I
again commend our House reform
corps group for taking this special
order and keeping these issues before
us.@
& Mr. MCKERNAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to have the opportunity to
speak today on the issue of House
rules reform. In the day-to-day flurry
of legislative activity, it is easy to lose
sight of the importance of focusing on
the rules which govern House proceed-
ings. Yet, they are the mechanism
which ensures that major legislative
business will be carried forward. House
rules are the vehicle which should
enable all Members of Congress, and
thus all citizens of the United States,
to have a fair and equal opportunity
to be represented in the legislative
process.

Rules are the wheels and sprockets
of the legislative process—they need
constant attention to ensure that they
are in good working order. It is clear,
however, by the very fact that we are
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here today, that all is not in good
working order in the House. We are all
too well aware that the McIntyre-
MecCloskey seaiing dispute involving
Indiana’s Eighth District came as close
as any event in recent history to de-
railing this body from its proper legis-
lative track. We must not forget the
lessons we learned from this event.

The McIntyre-McCloskey issue de-
veloped into more than just a question
of who won and who lost on November
6, 1984. Likewise—the issues that are
being discussed today, such as commit-
tee ratios and guorums, and numbers
of subcommittees—go far beyond
being a quastion of mere numbers.
The McIntyre-McCloskey issue helped
focus attention on the problems in
this institution. These problems are
often cast in a partisan light, but they
affect every Member of the House,
and, more importantly, every one of
his or her constituents.

Issues such as committee ratios,
proxy voting in committees, the prolif-
eration of subcommittees, the frank-
ing privilege, scheduling of the work-
load of the House—must be examined,
and reforms made, if we are to carry
out the business of the House as the
founders of our country intended.

As just one example, the overall un-
derrepresentation of the minority
party on committees and subcommit-
tees is well-documented. And, the over-
riding importance of the committee
and subcommittee system in legislative
decisionmaking only serves to magnify

this imbalance.

Another issue of recurring interest is
the accuracy of the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp. The importance of ensuring
that the REcorp is an accurate repre-
sentation of the proceedings of the
House cannot be overestimated. The
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD is supposed to
be an accurate and precise record of
this body’'s proceedings—and it is our
colleciive duty to ensure that it is by
enacting reformis to help make the
Recorp truly a verbatim account of
what happens on the floor.

Our serious consideration of these
and other reforms is imperative. I
commend my colleague, Congresswom-
an MEevYEeRs, for her leadership on this
issue, and look forward to working
with her to achieve this goal.@
® Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
last week, in an effort to give notice
that a majority of the Members of the
House were against the House rule
that presently permits each Member
of this body to send out, at Govern-
ment expense, six districtwide postal
patron mailings a year, I offered an
amendment to cut $10 million from
the official mail account of the legisla-
tive appropriations bill. Though this
amendment fell a few votes short of
passage, in retrospect I felt that if I
had been able to present this issue in a
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more direct fashion
passed.

Toward this end, I plan to introduce
a bill to amend the House rule that
presently permits each Member of this
body to make six postal patron mail-
ings a year from six to three annually.
As I mentioned in my floor remarks
last week, this could result in savings
in mail costs alone of up to $22 million
a year.

We heard during the debate on the
legislative appropriations bill how our
incoming mail has increased over the
vears and how the appropriations allo-
cation for official mail was a bare-
boned proposal. Little mention was
made of the fact that only 3 to 4 per-
cent of the mail costs incurred by the
legislative branch of Government go
for personal letters to constituents.

What then, one is compelled to ask,
does the balance of this official mail
account pay for? The largest and most
costly form of mail sent out by the
Congress is clearly newsletter mail
sent out under the bulk rate. Figures
show that almost three times as much
mail is sent out by the Congress as it
receives, and that, not too surprising-
ly, the year's when the volume of out-
going mail are the highest are the
even numbered election years when
Members of Congress are most intent
in telling their respective constituen-
cies of the great job they are doing. I
don’'t think anyone in this Chamber
can in good conscience deny that six
districtwide postal patron mailings an-
nually are an unnecessary extrava-
gance that we as Members of Congress
could and should cut back on.

1t is one thing to talk of reform, it is
another thing to act on it. I hope this
body will have what it takes to follow
through on many of the proposals put
forth here today. We talk of efficiency
and fairness in Government—it is time
we started practicing it.e
® Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Speaker,
I'd like to commend the gentlelady
from Kansas for bringing this matter
to the attention of the House and our
viewing audience. Those who watch us
on TV must wonder from time to time
at the things that go on on the House
floor. With good reason.

What they are watching, in essence,
is a rigged game. The rules are rigged
in favor of the majority party, the
party of the Speaker, the Democrats.
Because they have a majority of the
votes in the House, they operaie as
they please. Unlike any other Govern-
ment body, agency, or court in this
land, the the Congress makes it own
rules. And when it feels like it, it
breaks them with impunity. It is a tyr-
anny of the majority, with no rights
accorded to the minority. This despite
the fact that in the last Congressional
elections, last November, nearly half
the people who voted, voted for the
Republican candidate for the House.
These voters, in effect, are disenfran-

it may have
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chised by the rules adopted by the
Democratic majority in the House.

Rules, for example, that deny Re-
publicans seats on House committees
in proportion to their numbers. That
deny us a fair share of the staff ap-
pointments on House committees, and
a fair share of the operating funds.

But the minority party and the
people they represent are not the only
ones who are cheated by these rules.
The public as a whole, Democrats, In-
dependents, and Republicans are
denied access to and knowledge of
House processes, by such practices as
systematic falsification of the Con-
GRESSIONAL REcORD and committee
hearing transcripts, by committees
which operate without gquorums and
with proxy votes, and by the regular
waiver of even those stacked House
rules, even of the law, whenever it
suits the needs of the majority leader-
ship.

How long can this body continue to
operate with a stacked deck? How long
will it be before people begin to realize
that the largest democratic body in
the most democratic of nations oper-
ates under autocratic rule? That there
are no rights for the minority in this
House?

I submit, Mr. Speaker, that this cha-
rade will not go on indefinitely. The
people watching us today, on TV sets
in living rooms across the Nation, are
aware of what is happening. They see
the rules invoked against our rights as
a minority. Even more important, they
see the results of this tyranny; a
budget which violates every rule of
the House; a deficit which prevents
people from buying homes; a national
debt which our great-grandchildren
will still be paying off; and a House
which by its own rules shames the
very concept of fair play and demo-
cratic rule.@

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission
to address the House, following the
legislative program and any special
orders heretofore entered, was granted
to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mrs. VUCANOVICH) to revise
and extend their remarks and include
extraneous material:)

Mr. GroTBERG, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. McDabpg, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Evans of Illinois) to
revise and extend their remarks and
include extraneous material:)

Mr. ALEXANDER, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. LanTos, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. ANNUNzIO, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Soragrz, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. MarTINEZ, for 5 minutes, July
25.

Ms. OAKAR, for 60 minutes, July 30.
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EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission
to revise and extend remarks was
granted to:

Mr. CoucHrIN, following the re-
marks of the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. BroysiLL], on House
Resolution 227, in the House, today.

Mr. Dreier of California, following
the remarks of the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. Recural, on House Resolu-
tion 227, in the House, today.

Mrs. Rouxkema, following the re-
marks of Mr. BARTLETT during consid-
eration of H.R. 3038, in the Committee
of the Whole, today.

Mr. GREEN, in support of the Whit-
ten amendment during consideration
of H.R. 3037, in the Committee of the
Whole, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mrs. VucaNovicH) and to in-
clude extraneous matter:)

Mr. SCHUETTE.

Mr. Kemp in three instances.

Mr. PORTER.

Mr. GROTBERG.

Mr. GINGRICH.

Mr. BROOMFIELD.

Mr. RoTH.

Mr. CoBEY.

Mr. JEFFORDS.

Mr. MicHEL in two instances.

Mr. HENDON.

Mr. GexaAs in two instances.

Mr. CRANE.

Mr. McCaAIN.

Mr. GREGG.

Mr. WyLIE in two instances.

Mr. BOULTER.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Evans of Illinois) and to
include extraneous matter:)

Mr. DURBIN.

Mr. RANGEL.

Mr. FasceLL in two instances.

Mr. KEOLTER.

Mr. DYSON.

Mr. MATSUL

Mr. HAMILTON.

Mr. STALLINGS.

Mr. CoeLHO in two instances.

Mr. HUBBARD.

Mr. MAVROULES.

Mr. Forp of Michigan.

Mr. GEJDENSON.

Mr. VENTO.

Mr. SKELTON.

Mr. SCHUMER.

Mr. DownNEey of New York.

Mr. Levin of Michigan.

Mr. AuCoIN.

Mr. SmiTH of Florida.

Mr. Leaman of Florida.

Mr. DwYER of New Jersey.

Mr. HOYER.

JOINT RESOLUTION PRESENTED
TO THE PRESIDENT

Mr. ANNUNZIO, from the Commit

tee on House Administration, reported

that that committee did on this da

present to the President, for his ap
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proval, a joint resolution of the House
of the following title:

H.J. Res, 106. Joint resolution designating
August 1985 as “Polish American Heritage
Month™.

ADJOURNMENT

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr.
Speaker, I move that the House do
now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 6 o'clock and 43 minutes
p.m.) the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Thursday, July 25, 1985, at 10
o'clock a.m.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

1744. A letter from the Secretary of Com-
merce, transmitting a draft of proposed leg-
islation to limit the price of scientific and
technical reports sold by the Secretary of
Commerce to their fair market value, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

1745, A letter from the Director, Defense
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting
the Department of the Army’'s proposed
Letter of Offer to Korea for defense articles
and services estimated to cost $53 million,
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

1746. A letter from the President of the
United States, transmitting a report on the
justification for request for appropriations
to meet unexpected urgent refugee and mi-
gration needs, pursuant to 22 U.S.C.
2601(cX3); to the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs.

1747. A letter from the Assistant Secre-
tary of State for Legislative and Intergov-
ernmental Affairs, transmitting a report of
political contributions for John Blane, of II-
linois, as Ambassador to the Republic of
Chad, pursaunt to 22 U.S.C. 3944(b)(2); to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs,

1748. A letter from the Assistant Secre-
tary of State for Legislative and Intergov-
ernmental Affairs, transmitting a report of
political contributions for Richard W. Bogo-
sian, of Maryland, as Ambassador to the Re-
public of Niger, pursuant to 22 U.S.C.
3944(b)(2); to the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs.

1749. A letter from the Administrator,
Veterans Administration, transmitting a
draft of proposed legislation to amend title
38, United States Code, to clarify the au-
thority of the Chief Medical Director or
designee regarding disciplinary actions on
certain probationary title 38 health care em-
ployees; to the Committee on Veterans' Af-
fairs.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLU-
TIONS
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports

of committees were delivered to the

Clerk for printing and reference to the

proper calendar, as follows:

Mr. FASCELL. Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs. H.J. Res. 3 Joint resolution to prevent
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nuclear explosive testing (Rept. No. 99-221.
Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. DIXON. Committee on Appropria-
tion. H.R. 3067. A bill making appropria-

tions for the government of the District of:

Columbia and other activities chargeable in
whole or in part against the revenues of said
District for the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 30, 1986, and for other purposes. (Rept.
No. 99-223. Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mrs. BURTON of California. Committee
on Rules. H. Res. 235. A resolution provid-
ing for the consideration of H.J. Res, 187, a
joint resolution to approve the “Compact of
Free Association”, and for other purposes.
(Rept. No. 99-224. Referred to the House
Calendar.

[Omitted from the Record of July 23, 1985]

REPORTED BILLS
SEQUENTIALLY REFERRED

Under clause 5 of rule X, bills and
reports were delivered to the Clerk for
printing, and bills referred as follows:

Mr. MITCHELL. Committee on Small
Business. H.R. 2540. A bill to authorize the
appropriation of funds to the Small Busi-
ness Administration, and for other pur-
poses, with an amendment, referred to the
Committee on the Judiciary for a period
ending not later than September 24, 1985,
for consideration of section 9 of the amend-
ment. (Rept. No. 99-222, Pt. I). Ordered to
be printed.

PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause
4 of rule XXII, public bills and resolu-
tions were introduced and severally re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. TORRICELLI (for himself,
Mr. VoLEMER, Mr. ScHEUER, Mr.
FuqQua, Mr. LuJjaN, and Mrs. SCHNEI-
DER):

H.R. 3065. A bill to amend the Compre-
hensive Environmental Response, Compen-
sation, and Liability Act of 1980 to author-
ize a program of research, development and
demonstration for innovative or experimen-
tal treatment technologies for use in reme-
dial actions; jointly, to the Committees on
Energy and Commerce, Public Works and
Transportation, and Science and Technolo-

By Mr. YOUNG of Missouri (for him-
self, Mr. SHAW, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr.
Gray of Illinois, Mr. Towns, Mr.
STANGELAND, Mr. PeTRI, and Mr.
SuNDQUIST):

H.R. 3086. A bill to authorize the Archi-
tect of the Capitol to redesign and recon-
struct the East Plaza of the U.8. Capitol in
order to provide increased security and for
esthetic purposes; to the Committee on
Public Works and Transportation.

By Mr. DIXON:

H.R. 3067. A bill making appropriations
for the government of the District of Co-
lumbia and other activities chargeable in
whole or in part against the revenues of said
District for the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 30, 1986, and for other purposes.

By Mr. BURTON of Indiana:

H.R. 3068. A bill to promote equitable per-
sonnel practices and to eliminate discrimina-
tion within the Federal civil service; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.
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By Mr. DELLUMS:

H.R. 3069, A bill authorizing the President
to issue a posthumous commission of briga-
dier general to Lt. Col. Charles E. Young,
U.S. Army; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

By Mr. DioGUARDI:

H.R. 3070. A bill to provide housing assist-
ance to the homeless through emergency
food and shelter, renovation and conversion
of facilities for use as shelters, and provision
of housing and services in the transition to
independent living; to the Committee on
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs.

By Mr. GRAY of Illinois:

H.R. 3071. A bill to prevent the denial of
employment opportunities by prohibiting
the use of lie detectors by employers in-
volved in or affecting interstate commerce;
to the Committee on Education and Labor.

H.R. 3072. A bill to direct the Administra-
tor of General Services to renovate the
publie building at 425 Second Street, NW. in
the District of Columbia for use as a home-
less shelter; to the Committee on Public
‘Works and Transportation.

By Mr. GROTBERG:

H.R. 3073. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide a mecha-
nism for taxpayers to designate overpay-
ments of income tax for purposes of reduc-
ing the public debt of the United States; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. JEFFORDS (for himself, Mr.
VENTO, Mrs. ScHNEIDER, Mr. KosT-
MAYER, Mr. Towns, Mr. GEJDENSON,
Mr. MacKay, and Mr. MARKEY):

H.R. 3074. A bill to grant the consent of
Congress to two or more States to enter into
compacts for the purpose of developing con-
servation and electric power plans and for
other purposes and to delegate the author-
ity to regulate certain rates for the sale of
electricity at wholesale to the States; to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. McDADE:

H.R. 3075. A bill to amend the Trade Act
of 1974 to ensure reciprocal trade opportu-
nities, and for other purposes; jointly, to the
Committees on Ways and Means, Foreign
Affairs, Energy and Commerce, Judiciary,
and Rules.

By Mr. AuCOIN (for himself, Mr. St
GERMAIN, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. BOLAND,
Mr. WyLig, Mr. McKINNEY, Mr.
ForLey, Mr. ANTHONY, Mr. ARCHER,
Mr. BARTLETT, Mr. Borski, Mr.
CAMPBELL, Mr. CARPER, Mr. CARR, Mr.
CHANDLER, Mr. CoELHO, Mr. CovucH-
LIN, Mr. Daus, Mr. Dicks, Mr.
Dreier of California, Mr. ERDREICH,
Mr. FAUNTROY, Mr. FRANK, Mr.
GREEN, Mr. GROTBERG, Mr. HOYER,
Mr. Hirer, Mr. EKANJORSKI, Ms.
KAPTUR, Mr. KEMP, Mr. KLECZKA, Mr.
KoLsg, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. LEHMAN of
California, Mr. LeviN of Michigan,
Mr, LoerrFLER, Mr. LUNDINE, Mr.
ManTON, Mr. McCoLruM, Mr.
McDapge, Mr. MITCHELL, Mr. MoORRI-
soN of Connecticut, Mr. NELsON of
Florida, Mr. SHUMWAY, Mr. TORRES,
Mr. VANDER JAGT, Mr. WATKINS, Mr,
WoRTLEY, and Mr. WYDEN):

H.J. Res. 350. Joint resolution to designate
the week of October 6, 1985, through Octo-
ber 13, 1985 as “National Housing Week"; to
the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service.

By Mr. BURTON of Indiana:

H.J. Res. 351. Joint resolution to condemn
the government of Vietnam for violations of
human rights; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.
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By Mr. GARCIA:

H.J. Res. 352. Joint resolution to designate
November 11, 1985, as a day to honor the
musical works of Irving Berlin; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. MICA:

H.J. Res. 353. Joint resolution to provide
that the funds appropriated for the Com-
mission on the Ukranian Famine shall
remain available until expended; jointly, to
the Committees on Foreign Affairs, and Ap-
propriations.

PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BIAGGI:

H.R. 3076. A bill for the relief of Joseph-
Paul Ferraro and Weiner Broadecasting Co.;
to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce.

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, spon-
sors were added to public bills and res-
olutions as follows:

H.R. 56: Mr. GincrIcH, Mr. SPENCE, Mr.
Younc of Alaska, Mr. Stump, and Mr. LEwWIs
of Florida.

H.R. 72: Mr, SLAUGHTER.

H.R. 79: Mr. SmiTH of New Hampshire.

H.R. 147: Mr. HOWARD.

H.R. 237: Mr. ANDERSON, Mr. DELAY, Mr.
GonzaLez, Mr. Levin of Michigan, and Mrs.
Lroyp.

H.R. 580: Mr. Moopy, Mr. Epgar, and Mr.
MazzoL1.

H.R. 976: Mr. DUNCAN.

H.R. 1207: Mr. Cray.

H.R. 1284: Mr. OwEeNs, Mr, NEaL, and Mr.
FEIGHAN.

H.R. 1353: Mr. Lowry of Washington.

H.R. 1508: Mr. Venro, Mr. HEFTEL of
Hawaii, Mr. Berman, Mr. CrockerT, Mr.
SCHEUER, Mr. GoobLING, and Mr. WILSON.

H.R. 1591: Mr. NiersoN of Utah, Mr.
CuiNGEr, Mr. PeTRI, Mr. HENRY, Ms.
KAPTUR, Mr. Sunia, and Mr. APPLEGATE.

H.R. 1616: Mr. HerreL of Hawaii and Mr.
MATSUI.

H.R. 1659: Mr. WricHT, Mr. Gray of
Pennsylvania, Ms. F1IEDLER, Mr. ATKINS, Mr.
BrYANT, Mr. HIiLER, Mr. Jacoss, Mr. KLECZ-
Ka, and Mr, Levin of Michigan.

H.R. 1719: Mr. BurTon of Indiana.

H.R. 1985: Mrs. SCHROEDER.

H.R. 2025: Mr. THomas of California, Mr.
MinNeTA and, Mr. McCANDLESS.

H.R. 2119: Mr. Leaman of Florida and Mr.
YaTes.

H.R. 2162: Mr. LUNDINE.

H.R. 2226: Mr. LUKEN.

H.R. 2337: Mr. OLIN.

H.R. 2472: Mr. SUNIA.

H.R. 2504: Mr. OweNns, Mr. Stupps, Mr.
O'BRIEN, Mr. UpaLL, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. Mav-
rROULES, Mr. WEAVER, Mr. DwyYEr of New
Jersey, Mr. MorrisoN of Connecticut and
Mr. SCHUMER.

H.R. 2522: Mr. McKINNEY and Mr. SAVAGE.

H.R. 2578: Mrs. BENTLEY, Mrs. Boxer, Mr.
Dornan of California, Mr. HORTON, Mr. La-
GOMARSINO, Mr. LeviN of Michigan, Mr.
MARTINEZ, Mr. MRAZEK, Mr. NELsoN of Flori-
da, Mr. OrTiz, Mr. Rog, Mr. SHELEY, Mr.
SmrTH of New Jersey, and Mr. WAXMAN.

H.R. 2587: Mr. Hypg, Mr. DARDEN and, Mr.
MONSON.

H.R. 2589: Mr. Fazio, Mr. MARTINEZ, and
Mr. KOLTER.
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H.R. 2620: Mr. Cray and Mr. MiLLER of
California.

H.R. 2685: Mr. LEnman of Florida and Mr.
LIPINSKI.

H.R. 2781: Mr. BurTox of Indiana.

H.R. 2866: Mr. M1LLER of Ohio, Mr. GroT-
BERG, Mr. SAxXTOoN, Mr. PORTER, Mr. CHAPPIE,
Mr. CoNYERS, and Mr. TALLON.

H.R. 2999: Mr. pE Luco, Mr. THoMas of
Georgia, Mr. Fazro, Mr. Towns, Mrs. LLoYD,
Mr. MiTcHELL, Ms. MIEULSKI, Mr. LEVIN of
Michigan, Mr. WaxMan, Mr. McEwEeN, Mr.
Epwarps of California, Mr. KosTMAYER, Mr.
Nierson of Utah, Mr. CoNYERS, Mr. LELAND,
Mr. SILJANDER, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mrs. COLLINS,
Mr. MarRgeY, Mr. SmitH of Florida, Mr.
McGRrATH, Mr. KoLeg, Mr. Moopy, Mr. Ap-
DABBO, Mr. LUkeN, Mr. MorrisoN of Con-
necticut, Mr. KoLTER, Mrs. BENTLEY, MTr.
RICHARDSON, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr., Mav-
ROULES, Mr. FUsSTER, Mr. STokes, Mr. HuTTo,
Mr. BARNARD, Mr. ScHAEFER, Mr. BOULTER,
Mr. WEBER, Mr. GINGRICH, Mr. KasicH, Mr.
MiLLEr of Washington, Mr. MARTIN of New
York, Mr. SoLoMoN, Mr. DorNAN of Califor-
nia, Mr. WHITEHURST, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr.
MRAZEK, Mr. LanNTOs, Mrs. BOXER, Mr.
Barnes, Mr. Younc of Alaska, Ms. OAKAR,
Mr. WoORTLEY, Mr. TRAXLER, Mr. PLORIO, Ms.
EKaPTUR, Mr. PARRIS, Mr. LowERY of Califor-
nia, Mr. CoeELHO, Mr, CHAPPELL, Mr. GALLO,
Mr. MiNETA, Mr. VENTO, Mr. CoNTE, Mr.
EckarTt of Ohio, Mr. CHANDLER, Mr. FAUNT-
roY, and Mr. DwYERr of New Jersey.

H.R. 3006: Mr. EDGAR.

H.R. 3050: Mr. Hutto, Mr. OrTIZ, and Mr.
CHAPPELL.

H.R. 3031: Mrs. HoLr.

H.J. Res. 112: Ms. SNOWE.

H.J. Res. 144: Mr. KRAMER.

H.J. Res. 200: Mr. Swirr, Mr. TAUKE, Mr.
LigATFOOT, Mr. BEDELL, Mr. EbpGar, Mr.
LanTos, Mr. GonNzaLEz, Mr. MOAKLEY, Mr.
EarLY, Mr. BoLaND, Mr. PURSELL, Mr. BoEH-
LERT, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. MINETA, Mr. ROBERTS,
Mr. Bonior of Michigan, Mr. MorrisoN of
Washington, Mr. CoNYERS, Mr. OWENS, Mr.
O'BRIEN, Mr. McGRATH, Mr. BarNEs, Mr.
Towns, Mr. DARDEN, Mr. RoE, Mr. WAXMARN,
Mr. Jacoss, Mr. WoLr, Mr. SmiTH of Florida,
Mr. GINGRICH, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. ADDAEBO,
Mr. WEeiss, Mr. HerteEL of Michigan, Mr.
GrAay of Illinois, Mr. BUSTAMANTE, Ms.
KAPTUR, Mr. Saso, Mr. HerrEL of Hawaii,
Mr. BeviL., Mr. BrRuUcg, Ms. SNOWE, Mr.
BLILEY, Mr. St GERMAIN, Mr. GaLro, Mr.
DoNNELLY, Mr. DANNEMEYER, Mr. LuJan, Mr.
HARTRETT, Mr. KINDNESS, Mr. FRENZEL, Mr.
DERRICK, Mir. MARTINEZ, Mrs. BurTON of
California, Mr. DEWINE, Mr. CoELHO, MTr.
MooRrHEAD, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. LAGOMARSINO,
Mr. SPRATT, Mr. KoLTER, Mr. BARTLETT, Mr.
STRATTON, Mr, JEFFORDS, Mr. BRYANT, Mrs.
ROUKEMA, Mr. STANGELAND, Mr. GUARINI,
Mr. KosTMAYER, Mr. CoucHLIN, Mr. CROCK-
ETT, Mr. Evans of Iowa, Mr. MILLER of
Washington, Mr., Lowry of Washington,
Mr. SHELBY, Mr. FLipPo, Mr. Dixon, and Mr.
CALLAHAN.

H.J. Res, 207: Mr. KEmMpP, Mr. DICKINSON,
Mr. LiviNegsToN, Mr. Rupp, Mr. NicHoLs, Mr.
SHAW, Mr. BLILEY, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. ROBERT
F. SmiTH, Mr. LicHTFOOT, Mr. EDWARDS of
Oklahoma, Mr. CLINGER, Mr. MOORHEAD, Mr.
McEWEN, Mr. Craig, Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mr.
LENT, Mr. RinNaLpo, Mr. GUNDERSON, Mr.
McKerNaN, Mr. Evans of Iowa, Mrs. CoL-
LINS, Mr. EckerT of New York, Mr. NIELSON
of Utah, Mr. StaNGeLAND, Mr. CoNTE, Mr.
STRANG, Mr. HENRY, Mr. MACK, Mr. PACKARD,
Mrs. Mevers of Kansas, Mr. HiLLis, Ms.
SNowe, Mr. TAUKE, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr.
KraMER, Mr. SKEEN, Mr. Brown of Colora-
do, Mr. RoTH, Mr. LuJaN, Mr. BROYHILL, Mr.
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EMmEasoN, Mr. STENHOLM, Mr. LUNGREN, Mr.
THoMmas of California, Mr. McCoLLumM, Mr.
Stump, Mr. HopPkinNs, Mr. McCANDLESS, Mr.
MapicaN, Mr. Braz, Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT,
Mr. QUILLEN, Mr. COURTER, Mr. SLAUGHTER,
Mr. Parris, Mr. GROTBERG, Mr. HyDE, Ms.
FiepLer, and Mr. BurTon of Indiana.

H.J. Res. 259: Mr. HYDE, Mr. O’BRIEN, Mr.
Rosg, Mr. DascHLE, Mr. LAGOMARSING, Mr.
BEILENSON, Mr. WEeiss, Mr. HEFTEL of
Hawaii, Mr. Rupp, Mr. LUNDINE, Mr. FUuQua,
Mr. THomas of Georgia, Mr. HucHES, Mr.
Daus, Mrs. BYRON, Mr. STANGLAND, Mr. BAR-
NARD, Mr. HATCHER, Mr. CLINGER, Mrs. KEN-
NELLY, Mr. VENTO, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. LANTOS,
Mr. REmn, Mr. ENcLisH, Mr. Towns, Mr.
MINETA, Mr. HorRTON, Mr. WORTLEY, Mr.
Matsul, Mr. Evans of Illinois, Mr. FrosT,
Mr. RaNgeL, Mr. BrRyanT, Mr. GREEN, Mr.
Saso, Mr. Kemp, Mr. Borsk1, Mr. RINALDO,
Mr. CoNTE, Mr. KASTENMEIER, Mr. TRAXLER,
Mr. CourTER, Mr. DymarLy, Mr. ADDAEBO,
Mr. WaxMaN, Mr. pE LA Garza, Mr. JEF-
FORDS, Mr. SMiTH of New Jersey, MTr.
CooPER, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. BoNeEr of Ten-
nessee, Mr. RoysaL, Mr. Ray, Mr. KINDNESS,
Mr. NewsoN of Florida, Mr. BapHAM, Mr.
MazzoLr, Mr. R1TTER, Mr. CoELHO, Mr. MOR-
rRisoN of Washington, Mr. CARgr, Mr.
MurpHY, Mr. HErRTEL of Michigan, Mr.
BreEaUX, Mrs. VucaNovicH, Mr. OWENs, Mr.
WAaTKINS, Mr. LUNGREN, Mrs. BOxXEr, Mr.
GaARcIa, Mr. FisH, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. BIAGGI,
Mr. MorrisoN of Connecticut, Mr. DORNAN
of California, Mr. Atkins, Mr. Fazio, Mr.
MARTINEZ, Mr. Rog, Mr. McKINNEY, Mrs.
Hort, Mr. WiLsoN, Mr. Evans of Iowa, and
Mr. PANETTA.

H.J. Res. 296: Mr. SHELBY, Mr. SOLOMON,
Mr. FisH, Mr. WoRTLEY, Mr. SaxToN, Mr.
CHANDLER, Mr. CoyYNE, Mr. MaDIGAN, Mr,
PURrsELL, Mr. McHvUGH, and Mr. MOORHEAD.

H.J. Res. 305: Mrs. Boxer, and Mr. Map-
IGAN,

H.J. Res. 323: Mr. WiLsoN, Mr. LIPINSKI,
Mr., STANGELAND, Mr. Sunia, and Mr.
MONSON.

H.J. Res. 333: Mr. ToRRICELLI, MTr.
DEWINE, Mr. VaNDER JAGT, Mr. DaNIEL, Mr,
RiNaLpo, Mr. EmMmERrsoN, Mr. Fazio, Mr.
QUILLEN, Mr. LELAND, Mr. ANNUNzIO, Mr.
STANGELAND, Mr. LUKEN, Mrs. Boxer, Mr.
LacoMARSINO, Mrs. CoLrinNs, Mr. CHAPPIE,
Mr. SHUMWAY, Ms, KArTUR, Mr. Younc of
Missouri, Mr. HorToN, Mr. Daus, Mr. WoORT-
LEY, Mr. DE LA GaARzA, Mr. HuGHES, Mr. FEI-
GHAN, Mr. Jacoss, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. SMITH of
Florida, Mr. Rog, Mr. Howarp, Mr. HOYER,
Mr. MoONTGOMERY, Mr. AppaBeo, Mr. CROCK-
ETT, Mr. DwYER of New Jersey, Mr. SUNIA,
Mr. Weiss, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. KINDNESS,
and Mr. CHANDLER.

H.J. Res. 336 Mr. KOSTMAYER, Ms.
KAPTUR, Mr. STARK, Mr. SNYDER, Mr. BEIL-
ENSON, Mr. HavEes, Mr. LaNTOS, Mr. RAHALL,
Mr. MorrisoN of Connecticut, Mr. MRAZEK,
Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. BARNES, Mr. FAUNTROY,
Mr. pE Luco, Mr. CROCKETT, Mr. SMITH of
Florida, Mr. REIp, Mrs. JoOHNSON, Mr. DE LA
Gagrza, Mr. Garcia, Mr. Towns, Mr. DeL-
Lums, Mr. LEaman of Florida, Mr. MARKEY,
Mr. Matsui, Mr. MAvVROULES, Mr, HORTON,
Mr. Saxton, Mr. ScHEUER, Mr. Forp of
Michigan, Mr. ToRRICELLI, Mr. LEVINE of
California, Mr. Fazio, Mr. Recura, Mr.
RangeL, Mr. MiITcHELL, Mr. CarpreEr, Mr.
Lowry of Washington, Mrs. SCHNEIDER, Mr.
Howarp, Mr. SEIBERLING, Mr. BEpELL, Mr.
Leace of Iowa, Mr. Sago, Mr. McKERNAN,
Mrs. ScHROEDER, Mr. EcrArRT of Ohio, Mr.
TRAXLER, Mr. CoNYERS, Mr. KASTENMEIER,
Mr. STokes, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. TAUKE, Mr.
McHugH, Mr. LEvIN of Michigan, Mr. RoE,
Mrs. BoxeER, Mr. AppaBpo, Mr. MOAKLEY,




July 24, 1985

Mr. DowNeEy of New York, Mr. McCurpy,
Mr. FOGLIETTA, and Mr. WEIss.

H.J. Res. 340: Mr. MOORHEAD.

H. Con. Res. 69: Mr. LUKEN.

H. Con. Res. 129: Mr. WiLLiams, Mr. Be-
REUTER, Mr. CoBLE, Mrs. KeNNELLY, Mr.
WEBER, Mr. HeFNER, Mr. DioGuarpi, and
Mr. KEmP.

H. Con. Res. 169: Mr. Fazro, Mr. WEeiss,
Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. Sunia, Mr. BRUCE, Mr.
LenMaN of Florida, Mrs. Boxer, and Mr.
Forp of Tennessee.

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLU-
TIONS
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, spon-

sors were deleted from publie bills and

resolutions as follows:

H.R. 821: Mr. BurTon of Indiana.
H.R. 2817: Mr. Evans of Illinois.

e ———T—

AMENDMENTS

Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

H.R. 3011
By Mr. COBEY:
—Page 13, line 6, strike out “$104,069,000"
and insert in lieu thereof *“$104,469,000, of

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

which $400,000 shall be for completion of
restoration of Estey Hall in Raleigh, North
Carolina”.

By Mr. CONTE:

—Page 52, after line 8, insert the following:
DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY
ENERGY SECURITY RESERVE
(Rescission)

Except as otherwise provided in this sec-
tion, all of the funds appropriated to the
Energy Security are hereby rescinded. This
rescission shall not apply to:

(1) funds transferred from the Energy Se-
curity Reserve by this Act;

(2) $500,000,000, which may not be used
for payments with respect to projects or
modules under the Energy Security Act: and

(3) such amounts as may be necessary to
make payments for projects or modules for
which obligations were entered into under
the Energy Security Act before the date of
enactment of this Act.

H.R. 3038

By Mr. FRENZEL:
—Page 13, line 20, strike out “$10,954,000"
and insert in lieu thereof “$10,779,000".
—Page 15, line 7, strike out “$7,759,000" and
insert in lieu thereof *$7,635,000".
—Page 34, line 10, strike out
“$9,368,694,000” and insert in lieu thereof
$9,218,795,000",

20265

—Page 34, line 15, strike out “$195,840,000"
and insert in lieu thereof “$192,707,000".
—Page 34, line 21, strike out *'$61,119,000"
and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$60,141,000".
—Page 35, line 7, strike out “$760,547,000"
and insert in lieu thereof “$748,378,000".
—Page 35, line 20, strike out ““$516,160,000"
and insert in lieu thereof ““$507,901,000".
—Page 37, line 15, strike out “$144,400,000"
and insert in lieu thereof “$142,090,000".
—Page 38, line 8, strike out “$22,000,000"
and insert in lieu thereof “$21,648,600".
—Page 38, line 13, strike out “$3,000,000”
and insert in lieu thereof ““$2,952,000".
—Page 38, line 20, strike out “$500,000" and
insert in lieu thereof “$492,000".
—Page 39, line 8, strike out “$235,000,000"
and insert in lieu thereof “$231,240,000".
By Mr. HENRY:
—Page 31, after line 9, insert the following
new item:
NSF APPROPRIATIONS CEILING

Notwithstanding any other provision of
this Act, the total amount appropriated
under this Act for the National Science
Foundation shall be $1,501,800,000.
—Page 27, after line 21, insert the following
new item:

NASA APPROPRIATIONS CEILING

Notwithstanding any other provision of
this Act, the total amount appropriated
under this Act for the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration shall be
$7,510,000,000.
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